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“one indicating the E§§§‘t to vhich they perceived a problem-as -
cccurring frequently in their classrools and the other indicating the
. extent; to which" they perceived a* ‘problem as bothersome, were factor

\ analyzed. Bleven’ "frequency" and ten %"bothersome" factors emerged
from the analysis. Amohg the problems’ seen by educators -to be either
- difficult to resolve or occurring 'with hoticeable frequency. uere\\
- invigorating student i terest in ‘reading’, achieving a sense of

- professional worth, and
factors elerging fro e analysis also revealed interesting
assumptigns and conyictions about feaching, ‘the reading: process, -
learning,*and curr culua. Several factors revealed a deep sense of
frustration and a desire to ilprove and grow professionally, While

'oth%rs reflected ah unusually narrow conception of curriculun.r(Six

tables of datp\are included ): (Author/PL) -
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e **  PERCEIVED. PROBLEMS' OF TEACHERS OF READING. ATING IT POINTS OF it DON ORIGIN.

‘are regarded by observers of American education as having potentially ekplov

- - ‘ Ve o

T | .| * FACT AND PARADOX . < SENT OFFICIAL NATIORAL TNy T e
L . , l ) . . . IOUCATION POSITION OR POLICY.
) Betty ‘Myers : o !
< .,Donald R. Cruickshank .
' _ : . ‘ . Victor M. Rentel . '
o o L O A Lo
:;: : There is today a great uneasiness about reading shared by both professional
.(jsﬂ_ . ueduoators and the publis at large. This uheasiness arises out of a realization :
N 1 v ’
© that many children but eap2cially poor children from urban schools are comple- .. ‘\m-
H ‘ -‘ . . i(\ \ ,l
_‘:);M;;Amting their education with woeful shortcogjhgs in,reading.u These shortcomings B
g . [4

siVe social and economic cbnsequences. Yet, surprisingly, no aspect of Ameri-

can education has been studied as intensively ‘and extensigely as reading.. Tha

R« i
' great bulk of this research has comp:red the effectiveness 8? one teaching v\;. -
method over another.- More recently theré has been a resurgence of thg¢oretical
research . on the reading procéss.‘ Neitheratheoretical nor methods resZarch'has {
'lshed much light .on* the causes of these reading shortcomings or on'the problems ' \

LI 2
. .

teachers encounter in teaching reading. - '(f .
o _ Y

"The aim of the present study was to explore a/variety of" perceived prob—

lems educators encountered in the. daily give-and- ake of teaching children o

- "
‘o

read. Since such educators play crucial roles i whatever succeSses or Iailures}

SR ¢haracterize the teachingkof reading,what they

hortcomings W

F2

ink, feel and dzﬁabout teaching

reading is important and must be known if we ar to uncover the

: associated with reading failure. The purposes of thisjreport, therefore, are: .

s kg . -
(1) tp identify the problems of reading educators?gs a 3\elude to solutions

-

which may then be hypothesized,.and (Z) to describe a,nleds—assessment methodoq -

. wsy S 2
'\\ ' logy by which this goal can be accomplished. " - ‘ o .
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LY ) "' . °MATEFNAL- HAS BEEN GRANTED B‘Y B .
N N o ! e
© - B Betty Myers . L

Ko o B : , "* 70 THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES -

USERS OF THE ERIC SYSTEM." o ' -

L L "-' :,"'- 23»~<5 o i - .‘“1 ' ... v

B N N . H i . . .
! . : RN _ ' . INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) AND . e



A ' [}

The basic assuﬁption is that if we cah discoVer whqt students and teachers‘
. , |

problems are, we hdve gained enormously valuable insight into their world and

i :We are in a posit&on to help. them at some level to reduge ‘or eliminate these 4

A
problems. . « ﬂ- : _ 4 , S

The methodilogy for identifying problems is straightforward. Initially,

iy

Lﬁiirst-person a counts of classroom problems are’ elicited from students and/or o

PO e e

> eachers.' Secénd, since problems .are: considered instances of goal-respdnse
interference,;one or.mote goal statements are inferred from(each-personal

account. Third, goal statements are inspe?ted in order to eliminate duplica—

tion. Fourth, goal statements are ‘made into a self-administering checklist
usually with‘two sdales--one which indicates how ’requently thc goal is not

I3

“-att:;ned and another which indicates how bothersome it is when the goal is not

attdined. Fifth, the checklist is responded to by the desired Sample of either
R SN
students .or teachers. Sixth, the responsss are analyzed to detergine which

"
-

- individual,problems are significantly frequent and/or bothersome and which PN
(_, N .
groups of similar problems (problem areas) seem most notewofthy. Finally spe-‘
. % L f o
4 cific feedback is prepqged for the respondents. Upon getting thq feedback, o
¥ . .

individualized and perso lized programs of inservice education for teachers CT

\. : ’ . “ . . ht 'v .
The methodology has been used on a number of occasions .to determine teach-;i

“ ' P

er and/or student concerns (4 6, 7) [A review‘of these and other related

can be developed

studies is available (5) ] Most recently it was employed ag a part of Ihe Ohio '
/
‘Right to Read Program.-’ Coe o '

The purpose of using the needs assessment methodology therein was two-fold.
¢ ‘ ' 4 . . .
Generally there was an interest in determining the problems of teachers of E

- reading solthat statewid/lattention might be‘focused uponlthem. 'More specifically N

. . . ]
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it wa;[hoped that by exposing Right to Read participants to. the methodology . ’
/

. and showing them how * to use it, they in turn gouId identify concerns of teach%rs
RSP e S

of reading in their school districts and institute-more meaningful and ger— e

P
,\ '

[ -

‘ sonal programs of inservice education.

. r " . . : . - R
/ . L . .. - : (8

PROCEDURES b BV T oo S ‘ Jo

The present study sought to expose—Right to'Read participants at ‘a state- )

wide conference to the needs assessment methodolpgy soﬁ;hat they could use if

L4 ’

to- identify problems of teachers of reading in their school districts and‘insti—

- L L d

tute more.meaningful i?ifrvice programs. The procedure for accomplishing the o
objectives was identical to that reported ‘in earlier studies--that is, prior
to. and during the July 1975 Conference» participants were engaged'in identifi-

cation of their perceived problems. and considefation of the methodology by which
v o :
they were determined. - o A N T f,
Because some participants in earlier conferences found it tim consumipg

' } »

to conduct a study involving both stage one (the collection of teacjler pro lems)

-

snd stage two (their’verification), the validity and reliability of the ch ck~
1ist were improved so that it could be used directly by school districts and

thhs eliminate any need to do stage one. In order to %é\this ‘the instrument

’ was spbjebted to‘further dtem analysis with a larger population of teachers

-

of reading. ConSequently, the present study ﬁetermines and reports what

/teachers ofvreading.in Ohio perceive their problems to be.
. = t ’ ¢ '

“ o ' C
Two samples of teachers were involved in the.present study. The stage

R >

I

PR o ' - .
B one sample from. whom problems were/collected consisted of 40 teachers enrolled |
; ‘- s . - l ' PN )
in graduate courses at Ohio State University éuring the spring of 1975 .Right A
- —

Toee, . ' . . d




- to Read Conference participants could not participate in thip stage since these.

participants vere not, as yet, ddentified -

r BT}
- .

The instrument uséd in stage one for collecting the personal accounts of

teacher problems, the MBRPTI was based on a similar instrument, the My Biggest.
{

froblem Today Inventory (MBPTE) form used and described in two‘previous studies'

.< ..

(4, 7. Thereon, teachers of reading are requested to record personal accountsm;ff:

L__ R

of the biggest problem they encounter each .day when teaching reading. An
- . :-\_ u,
example of a problem reported by a teacher follows. L, g/)//,'“ '
Great disparity in reading ability and‘interests left the class
_ moaning over what, to me, was a brief and°interesting,assignment. ‘
- My feelings of frustration seémed to keep. me from" st mulagting any ,
' * interest, absolutely no response to my most "p ovoc tive" questions.
The’ class ended with the students and me disgruntled. s

\ .
A second kind of information solicited bi the MBRPTI was the respoﬁdent 8

~ "

rgaction to the incident on each of’ three sets of polar adjectives' frequent—.
infrequent; bothersome—not bothersome and solvable-insolvable. o
’ R

Thirdly, the respondent was asked Qp classify the personal account reported
. ¢ C
'on each HBRPTI according to one- of fourteen different needs. -These needs,

L3 3

among them Achiévement Competence, Countéraction and Efficiency, Had been

identified in the two previoua studies of problems of teachers of.reading.

‘. - A"
Following the first three steps of the methodology, thQ MBRPTI was administered
'y ) . \ 4. 2
. to the stage one sample of forty t achers and duplications and redundancies

N "~

were eliminated. There were 38 8

-

ewhat different goal—statements added to

v.

the checklist. *These néw goal st tementsﬁwhen combined’with thé 68 items on’ '

l

the original Teacher Problems Che klist (Reading) consti'uted a reviSed 106-

item instrument, thJ Teachers Pr blemJ Checklist. Reading (TPC-R) E
) [ . N
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In addition to increasing the number.of items on the'CheckliBtg the

~ .

‘ response mode was changed as well 0n the first checklist, respondents had

.. ‘

been asked to indicate on two, two-point scales (yes-no) the extent to which

Ty

i_ each problem was frequently‘occurring and bothérsgme. (hxthe TPCWB each of the T

frequency and botherso eness scales became a five-point scale.- There were two
“u 4 . - e ° “t v ¢
reasons.for selectin this scale. First,.it was assumed that frequency and

. P} e —_—

bothersomeness wer variables which exist"on a continuum. Feedback from(

: J
/// tbachers indica&ing that they had difficulty responding to the items on dicho- =

' tomous Scales support'

‘¢his aSSumptionn Secondly, the purpose was then to con-

struct a scale oh which teachers could respond in ‘a psychometrically reliable o
way and which would allow the responses to be disttibuted '80 that they w0uld
yield the greatest variance possible.- A modified five-point Likert scale

was employed to accomplish these purposes. Below is an example of two ‘speci-

lfic problems from the TPC—R and the scales on which teachers responded.

Tials for: different

4

4
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The stage two sample ﬁbre the members ‘of thg July Lﬁ?S‘Right to Read

Conference.' Each was sent a detter w‘@ch&explained the purpose of the study -

Vi e .
and requested the participant B coopera ion in two vays. Fifst, he or she
o / ', . " * ; .
(uas asked to complete one’ of three chec 'sts which aeqompanied the“letter.b ..
Second, the participant was aske//to get two coileagues to respond to the

osher two checklists in order to provide a large enough respdnse sp*that they N

’ 106-item checklist could be factor analyzed . ‘_'L*(IJ
Table l indicates the number\of returned and usable checklists by subgroups'
o \> .' . . - . .. B
of respondents SN »_" oy !
o e : T S
L -‘\W‘,.‘l \vr '{ -‘. ':‘nw . -:' " . .-’_ K ‘ . ‘.' ) ' » ,.' ‘ . . /" , .‘. ~
O ST TABLE 1 ‘
e e e ‘ ’
.f‘f; . NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS WHO RETURNED USABLE CHECKLISTS BY SUBGROUPS
. 0 N /_ - ; — - . : . : . : B .
.. Subgroups Cone . - W Number of Checklists
. T : REIE B . Returned. ,
'Elementary Teachers 2i'f' - . o L i o 252
"Middle School Teachers R
AR . : R . 4
High School Teachers " T a0 Yosy
Reading Specialists b : ‘ T e w\ - AR 87 D e
- ) .‘ . L .« l «"' r\" v
'Supervisory or Administrative”' . AT )19 ¢
Personnel - . ' : .
"Others- . b _ S _"' : / a R ) . 10
General Unspecified Classroom ' . o L 4
eachers . : o : S :
o . 3 ¢ ,“ . R . .. R I - . . . ',..,' :
TOTAL . o . Y g
. . . T . ¢ », . ‘. - . 3 3
: . -7 Dose £
- v ¢ ’ '\'l-\'. . ° o ,




' problems and their responses were analyzed separately in ordet to report two

quent, the mean

Rssuufs SN

kinds of informatfwn First, specific problems for all the Conference parti- .

u’/ ‘

cipants and for subgroupsfof participants were determined.

 In order to’

!',.

'Y

five- subgroups of respondents.

Tt e

‘high school teachers, reading specialists and supervisory and administrative

N / : . Y

personnel. ;.;,

o

elementary teachers, middle schqu‘teachers,

average responses and ranks of the 52 most frequently occurring problems for

At;fied by all the respondentSMWete reported. ‘_;'ﬂ‘_ﬂ

,_tify the specific problems perceived to bi‘§2e most{fre-:

éncy of all the problems was determined £

- .

Participants responded torboth the frequency and bothersomeness of the

.

g

Second, problem

‘

v

j iThen each .

‘....

_e,. |



u-,,' TABLE 2

Problem Statomént

. Eleme

CE “,.‘/ : L TI
. e A COMPARISON 0F THE SIGNIFICANTLY FREQUENT EROBLEMS IDENTIFIED Y -
SR BY ALL THE RESPONDENTS FOR FIVE SUBGROUPS o a
B QF 'J‘~ ,y
:."’)' . .' ' ‘,‘,' _r | : '. a il
..'; & uI s Eﬁ 1‘\T: ‘%I ‘I;z, . c
' A R RS TR I T o
;- . ‘ v a- R R - !
N o A AR I R
LY, o S Lol en S S v
‘-. N e e e I a | pu
o W SRR TR N1 (RO G S I a loohe
- o . [ Ea T I I - ", ase,
; K : YT} N TS R R e v 4y
| '\ _— . - P _.717_ § _.'ﬁ_Ta'..._ - _3_‘2 rj. ,“ mmu, . &S R I t,g.,g_
: oo 4 . ¢ .| WU i LR O 0
(- | /- c £ ey CRE a0 - | AW
v Al W ¢ |.3190¢
x 7 CEB mH CRU R

| rPc-R

’,1}

3

-8

s

e

6
i appropriate for comprehending the j .

U

A

’ .

llaving appropriate materials for differgnr
, reading levela,, '

Changing the nekativejperceptions and

attitudes of,etudents tovard reading-

doing those things which seem likely to
’mmmmmmmeMMm

attitudes. I R r“ ‘

Co Ty

Getting students to work more thoroughly
~and sdowly '

.‘ .\l" .
Because I vant my atudents to have a
better self-concegt ‘

Gettfng students to reqd at.a rate -

material B

" o »"I : ,
* Getting: students to learn and remember
basic terma inf special subject area.

3,55/3

2 87/33,5

2;85238.5

Yy o
(%, B

[2.88/%

00

12.87733.5
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3.16/%9.5

{33025

3.20/%.5

3.99/20.5

3.40/20

3.39/22.5

3.39/22.5
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EBUD
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3
3.39/20.5

3.26/6
P

'2!57/58.5

2.51/58.5

3.17/12

[
O
Ly

2;91/23.5'

Y
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4 5 13/9 .

2.97/23.5

I 3011/ll"u

2 90/34 ;
2L92/29.5‘~.

299022 |

o
.




Problem Statement

-

SchooY Teachers @ ] -

CElementary - - . |

eading” -
Specialist

>

o]
e
o '7;1"'5
fﬁo

="l

-k

m

CE T
[ N

“"‘1’" ThL . BNt

E Administfativg
112er§9nnel”ﬁf_

?;gfiic-f

13:,{:

Y
ot

52047 l" ¢ |p.6els
S f",sleatned what I thought I had taught. .,* o

B iil

n

8

‘ﬁ30"j

'ptocure such materialsg

 diffialties.

) o ) Having students make inferences from

[their reading. ,

- ptehension ability such a§ giving

Stimulating students to do remed'ialy st Jo
. uork in reading B |

Demonstrating that 'in “gtudent

Knowing about and hgving available ;;;“‘
" afull range of reading datétiais—— .

doing thbse things which identify and

Finding material of interest for g
feach student. y i;wj.f AR s

R
‘,'..

Identifying Students reading

Getting students to. comprehend

Q .

dents who need special help L

Doing the things which seem likely to
help students improve'in reading con-

R S
\ .

Y
¥

'Having enough time to work with stus

‘:q.i;26/6*:
g 5}21/19y

Getting students to follow directions. [EBYG

Cop e

4:30/iif”

R0

3 41/19i

3 65/7r

4 '

34912 7
3010575

19501
"

! -‘.‘ ) H /

3.44/10

e
N |

s e

j*i}}ff3,20/95 i
. ,,,3.-56;;,-.5

3 4;/
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3.16/37 7 2.81731
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10.5 | 205/16.
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2.90/34.5
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Hitcheli Kernan. Claudia & Keith T. Kernan.- Children ) Insu1ts' Amarica
and Samoa. 1n Sanches & Blount. Pp. 307-315. :

Invastigate tha content. cf children's 1nsuﬁ as a uay of approaching
“cultural values. For.example, black American children accuse each
other of being babies and insult each other's parents.. Samoan children
jo..neither of the above but accuse each other of having Chinese eyes.
urthermore, the strength of the children's response to particular
insults neflects the inensity of the respective value. - Ear example,
black American children become most angered at réferenca§ to each -,
other's looks. Finally, when children use insults 1ncurraqt1y. the
process by wh1ch they acquire values can be witnessed.

Nader, Laura ' The Problem of Order 1n a Faceless So:iety

After nuting the problem of volcing comp1a1nts in a complex society

such as ours (1.e, in contrast with Zapotec Indians who know the
appropriate channels for directing complaints), and noting the further
problems created by vertical as opposed to horizontal integration
(1.e. doctors talk primarily to other doctors, etc.), Nader analyzes
specific strateg1es of dealing with a complaint which she has dubbed

“the No-job." That is, the employee, of the.phone company. for instance,
whose job it is to say no. Interesting analysis of the verba1 §trategies
-used for accomplishing this end.

Sanches, Mary. Intrnduction to Pt II Sanches & B]aunt

Names 4 most- important: saurces of thinking with re ard tn metacammun-
ication: 1)"general" use of the term.  2) Bateson ?see my entry for
details about his theory 3) ‘Jakobson (1960) in Sty]e in Language, ed.’
Thomas Sebeok. 4) symbolists in anthropology (e.g. Geertz). Sanches
discusses the dual goal of this section of the book: 1) scientific
schema for isolating different types of. metacommunicative events and
acts and 2) to understand how language as a behavinr—generating.mode1
a]]aws for an infinite number of speech events

Sanches, Mary & Ben Blount. Sociocultural D1mensinn5 Qf Language Use

NY: Academic Press, 1975 o “w
" Another key collection of es5§ys in the research tradition under
. discussion. Many Qf the art1c1§5 included are found in this biblio.

SehieffeTin Bambi B.. Getting it Together: An Ethnagraphic Apprua:h to the

. Study of the Deve1upment of Communicative Competence, in Elinor 0.
Keenan, ad., Stud1es in: Develapmenta1 Prggmatics NY: Academic_Press,

to appevg

Begins with aﬁ excellent discussion of tFends 1n%deve1npmenta1 !
psychoTingyf§t1cs, inspired by Chomsky and McNeill, particularly =

the approach _‘recommended by Slobin, et.al., A Fie]d ‘Manual. for Cross—
Cultural Stu@y“' the Acquisition of Cammunitat1ve Competence (UCB LBRL
1967). Argues ’"1nsing]y that the Manual fai]ed since 1t prescr1bed




K.

i}-viﬁ

(Schief‘fe]in. contid) - SR

, eiinltation prnceduree déve1nped 1n Americnn sett1ngs in hnpes nf

collecting comparable data, which were not applicable in different . .j
cultures for reasons well-documented by Schieffe}in. ‘Then S.' outlines

"', her own system fou gathering developmental data in Papua, New Guinea,

"..which consisted of recording speech from four chi1dren over an

- éxtended perfod of time in fhteraction with their own families jin

their owh homes, engaged in-ordinary activities.’ Focuses perti:u1ar1y
on the use of the native term a:la:ma, by which mothers and older
s1blings purposefull teach young children to “talk hard," 1.e. right.
[personal note: Very interesting data cTear]y and de ght y
discussed in d significant Fremewnrk j

Si1vermen, Devid The Action Frame ef Reference. 1n The Theery nf ,r,nnizatinn. :

Heinemann, 1970 pp. 126-146.

i

‘ Argues fnr an "action” appnnaeh to understanding behevinr which seems

to consist.-in a holistic (cf Percy. Cohen) notion that "people are I
constrained by socially constructed reality" (as opposed to a "systems" - |
approach” which sees people as constrained by external systems). Reference :
to sdcial theorists Durkheim, Parsons, Schutz, as well.as Symbolic
Interactionists Rose and Blumer. Liste seven components of an Action
approach, - Basic elements seem to be 1) meaning as socially-constructed
reality and-2) sociologists' task to understand inherent ]egic of data,

nnt impose extenna1 1ngic on data.

Sprad1ey, James F The Ethnegraphy nF Crime in American Seeiety

A [~ dy nf pub]ic 1ntex1eatien in Seatt]e By examining the )
various terms used'by habitual offenders, discovered the social
veriab1es of public intoxication. In an interesting revelation of
the ways in which different terms reveal different world views [my
observation], notes that the same offenders are "down-and-outers" to:
outsiders; "common drunkards" to the court;- "drunks" or “vegnante“ to

‘the police; "chronic alcoholics" to doctors andhealth officials; “the

homeless man" to social scientists; and, to the men themselves, "tramps" .
or "inmxtes,”" or.any of - ' many subtypes of each (enumerated
in the text). The dn-group's own classifications are shown to reflect

a complex set of distinctions all of which grow out of the main

" ‘distinguishing factor of mobility. [note: Seems quite similar to the

Agar study for street %unkies. but this one, for some: reaenn, is much
more pleasant to reed ,

Stress, Brian. Lingu1etﬂe Creativity in Snng, 1n Sanches & B1nunt Pp 317 348.

An interesting ethnography of song in Tzeltal (Mayane) Hhat is spe;ft?

-about this. study is its focus' on the unique tension between freedom for
‘creative.expression within structural constraints: "It is ... by means

~of constraints that creativity may. be judged." Analyzes three samp]e '

'songs. [Persgna? note: This is the central tension in arf, mest '

dramatic311y, and in- 311 human culture. ]
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Ekman, Paul; ed.

Review.

The Jast

studies of facial expr2551nni The thrust of his

17

s

Darwin apd Fac1a] Expression: A Century of Research in

NY: AcademliiPress, 1973.
word [or t t wink?] on facial expr,'s1nn research.’

Includes chapter by Ekman himself in which he sufrveys cross-cultural

argument is that

whereas facial expressions were once considered univérsal, there

developed a trend toward considering them soE1a1]y—de ,
(he blames Birdwhistell. for this, among others), 1ike e

'm1ned

else. Shows why studies which seemed to supportbsuch an interpretatlon

‘are not valid.

Proffers instead the theory (con

1nping]y) that facial

express jons of emotion are universal; it is display rules (i.e. when"

-~ It is deemed appropriate to shaw expressions) that

tg culture.

Ekmang:Paui,
Cranach,

About Browsf

Emotional and Conversational Signals, in Aschoff,

Eibl- E1besféﬂd Lepenies, eds., Human Etho]ag& Cambridge
University Press, to appear.

Te11s all that Ekman knows about brews {which is pruﬁably as much as
or more than anyone else in the wor1d), including their use as a
baton (to emphasize a word or phrase in.conversation, or as an emblem

~  on emic anaTyses ] -

&

}
}

T

(not accompanied by speech). Discusses notion of disp?ay rules [see

’ above entry] and experimental data documenting them, An excellent
introduction to the sort of thing Ekman does, which is truly .
-overwhelming. [Note: Having recently just about completed what amounts
to an etic analysis of facial movemenfs, he and Fr1esen are embarking

A

\Ekman, Paul and HaTTace V. Friesen. The Repertoireof Nonverbal Behavior:
Eategqr1es Origins, Usagsjg?nd Coding. Sem1ot1ca, Vol. 1, 49-98 (WQEQ)

A very\:nmp1ete and clear article. Begins with summary of their work

to datex(nnt telling findings but dqﬁcribing areas). Suggest that

origin,

is défineg as rules which’ explain

how the behavior contains or conveys information) are the three aspects
of non-verbal that must be understt ad Discuss these three. paramet®rs
for each of five categories of nogvefbal behavior: 1) emblems, which

have a "definitTan" or verbal trans ation. 2) 111ustrators: of which

xhiage and coding (the lattz

there are six type;*
movements, k1netngra,,s, and pictographs, all of which;serve to

illustrate what is beinyg
4) requlators, wl
forth nature of speaking an
up or slow dawn, for examp]e

the face.

batons, 1deograph5, deictic movements, spatial

said. 3) affect displays, primar¥ly involving.

ich "maintain and regulate the bagk-and-

istening," by urging the speaker to hurry
adaptors, called the most difficult

to describe and believe in l),rw ich are presumably originally learned

as adaptive behavior to fu1f111 needs.

or hand.

Three types

-object-adaptors. An

e.g. wiping of lips with tongue
are d1st1ngu1sh :_self-adaptors, alter-adaptors,
accompanying chart makgf all the above plain.

D3
co

iffer from:culture

£

%
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Erickson, Frederick. One Function of Proxemic Shifts in Face to,face )
1RtPERE 18 rall ¥ROARDe t18R" STHECHaoBE5cn 1208 LRBRLEAL  Aaef Behay do

In studying videotaped counseling sessions, discovered that proxemic

. shifts are often parallel to topic-shifts. They occur at the beginning
and end of a segment, and correspopd to shifts in content, style,.and
interaction process. ' Always occuf with "uncomfortable moments." \
However, they occur less at segment boundaries in intra—eggpic‘ : '
encounters ("not clear why"). '

Erickson, Frederick. Talking Down and Giving Reasons: Hyper-Explanation
and Listening Behavior in Inter-Racial Interviews. Paper_delivered
at the International Conference on Non-Verbal Behavior, Ontario Institute
for Studies in Education, Toronto, Canada, May 11, 1976 o
: ( Based on' counseling interviews : (video-taped) between counselors and
students’ of different and similar ethnic backgrounds. Discovered that
the most usable information was gleaned by the students when the ‘
counselor's ethnic background was similar to theirs. First reviéws >
. relevant research. Then shows the effects of differing expectations
PR about how-listenership and speakership is to be carried out and

signalled. Basic~finding is that (for example) black Americans 1in
the study tended to.maintain eye contact while speaking and make eye
contact only sporadicaly while listening. In contrast, the white .
speakers tended to look steadily at their interlocutor while 1istening
and allow their eyes to dart about while speaking. The result in .

_inter-ethnic communication was that the black student appeared to the

“white. counselor to be not listening or not understanding, since the

“black 1istener often "missed" the speaker's LRRM (Listener-Response-
Relevant-Moment; i.e. a signal that some response from the 1istemer is
expected), and the white speaker similarly "missed" some of this
listening responses the black listener made according to his own conventions.
The result was that the counselor employed one of two forms of hyperexplan-
atien: talking down or giving reasons.repeatedly. The impression, not
otherwise explicable to the student, is that the counselor thinks he is

+ stupid. -This is altogether a crucial paper, clearly set forth and well

demonstrated by examples from the data. ! : : .

« ;é? Goody, Jack. Memory and Learning in Oral and Literate Culture: The
= Reproduction of the Bagre. ms. :

Whereas he used to think the LoDagaa of Northern Ghana memorized the
Bagre, he now believes it is a process of creative reconstruction
from a schema. With reference to Bartlett and Lord, discusses oral
versus literate uses of memory, noting that /it is only in Titerate
societies that verbatim memory flourishes, Jince that type of memory
is associated with formal schooling. -Writing is said to affect .
memory in three main ways: 1) by making possible the greater ordering
of things 2) adds a visual, spatial and motor element 3) facilitates
rehearsal by making it possible to check back to the text. :

¢

ro
ot
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Goody, Jack and Ian Watt. The Cnnsequenees of L1tereey, in Gig116ﬁ1, pp
311-357. Excerpts from larger work, 1962.

Notes that modern culture is both oral and literate, and that the
relationship between these two modes. is a source of problems. The,
advent..of literacy made pessib1e a permanent record of the past and
its beliefs, thereby ushering in the task of historical enquiry and
also scepticism. It became possible to build up and test explanations
and to develop a "log1cal. specialized, and cumulative intellectual
tradition." This is one of the basic texts in the tradition of
oral/literate culture wh1eh includes a number of the entries in this
bib1iography.] - )

Kap1an, Robert B. Cultural Thought Patterns in Inter-Cu1tural Education.
Language Learning, Vol. 16, 1-20 (1966).

Begins with a summary of philosophical and 11ngu1st1c theory about

- cultural relativity of rhetoric and logic. Discusses findings.of a~
study which analyzed the compositions, written in English, by students
of various 1anguage backgrounds. Concludes that speakers of other
languages adhere to different rhetorical models, and illustrates these
by simple diagrams. In Arabic (and other Sem1t1e) languages, "paragraph
development is based on a complex series of parallel constructions,”
and coordination is valued rather than subordination. Oriental (Chinese
and Korean) languages are said to be "marked by what may be called an
approach by indirection," and "much greater freedom to digreee or to
introduce extraneous material is available in French, or in Spanish....

" Concludes that contrastive rhetoric must be taught as we now teach
contrastive grammar, and suggests some ideas for how this may be done.
[Personal note: Although it is 11tt1e known in 11nguist1cs this is one

- of my favorite articles.] b

Keenan, Elinor 0. Why Look at Planned-and Unplanned D1sceurse, 1n Keenan
& Bennet, pp. 1-41. e

Makes the interesting (and apparently valid) claim that cnmmunieative
strategies learned early in 1ife are not replaced by later-learned
! strategies but rather are 'retained, to be relied upon under certain
communicative conditions." Specifically, suggests that adults employ
more sophisticated communicative patterns in planned discourse, but in
unplanned discourse "they nely more heavily on morpho-syntactic and
discourse skills acquired in the first three to four years of 1life.'
Data presented to support hypothesis is drawn from child/child eemmunis
catinn (her own); child/adult (Lois Bloom's); and adult/adult (Jeffer-
~ -son's and Scheg1eff'e) Note that "planned" in this study refers to
. planned written, whide "unplanned" refers to unplanned spoken. Work
remains to be done on planned spoken and unplanned written texts.




o . . | | /
] -

Keenam, Elinor 0. & Tina Bennet, eds. Discourse Acrass Time and Space.
Southern California Dccas1onal Papers in Linguistics No. 5, May 1977.
“(Department of Linguistics, University of Southern Ca1ifern1a)

A collection of articles by Keenan and others associated with her,
based on the following data: 6 narratives were given orally and

‘ spuntanecus1y by students in a composition class about a nedr-death
experience (cf. Labov), and then the same people went home and wrote -~
up the same experiences. Includes useful b1b11agraphy by area/topic.
[Note: An excellent idea for real data, comparing written and spoken
modes. Work seems influenced by ethnomethodologists, sometimes
happily, sometimes less 5Q- See individual entries.]

Keenan, Elinor Ochs and Bambi B, Schieffe1in Topic as a Discourse Notion:;
A Study of Topic in the Conversations of Children and Adults, in L1, ed.,
Subject and Tap1c NY: Academic Press 1975, PP. 335a384

For duthors, topic "is not a simple NP but a prnpasitiun (abaut which
,some claim is made or elicited).” They "propose here a d'namicgngde1
‘of the way in which speakers establish a discourse topic.” Drawing: upon
data from three sources: 1) Lois Bloom's tapes of mother/child interaction
2) conversations between twin children 3)° group therapy session transcribed
by Gail Jefferson. Model (also shown graphically) includes the following:
1) secure attention 2) speak clearly 3) give sufficient information to
identify objects 4) give sufficient information about relationships
between objects mentioned. The deve1opment of competence in:children

. "concerns the extent to which a chi¥d, _is able to determine the discourse
topic of a conversational partner Note: "discourse tgpic“ as outlined
here is similar to Gumperz' notion of "thematic prﬂgress1an Seems right. ]

Kempton, Willet. The Rhythmic Basis of Interazticna1'MicrﬂﬁSynchrany; :
P ms. oo n IR !ﬂf . -

Birdwhistell and Scheflen study kinesics. Cnndon (and TEter, Kendan)
studw, micro-kinesics. Kempton [his name is one more credential for his
. role in the field] exp]ains their work, which uncovered the completely
. awe-inspiring fact of synchrony at the micro level over a baffling range
' of interactions. That is, when someone speaks. s/he exhibitsself-
synchrony: the parts of their body move in sync with each other and
with speech -~ i.e. in the same frame of a movie film! Even more
astoundingly,: there is interactional synchrony: the hearer's movements
are in sync with the speaker's. Different parts of the bodies move at
different speeds and in different. direetians, but they:change directgan
" at the same moment. Self-sychrony is even found in negnates (that's
newborns).

Kempton, Willet. Speech Rhythm and Social Interactinn A Rev1ew of
Microkinesic Research. ms, ,

Discusses synchrony (see preceding entry) in primates and in various
exceptional situations. E.g. monkeys exh1b1t dyssynchrony just before

5 ' .

(
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(Kempton, Review, cont'd)

departure. Dyssynchrony is also observed in pethnTngieaT behavior.
Parkinsonism, stuttering, schizophrenia, aphasia, Huntington's chorea, .
epilepsy, autism, retardation, and reading problems. More synchrony -
is.observed between members of the same -sub-cufture, between mothers .
.and their infants, between men and women. Reférepce made to Lomax's . -
work on cantometrics exhibiting "choral cehe51V'ness," which seems to =
be a related phenomenon. [Personal note: thi4 is more evidence for .
. the existence of similar communicative strategies among members of
- similar subcultures; further explanation for the satisfying feelings
- : asseciated with cemmunieet1ng with someone of a shared background. %

Kirshenb1att;G1mb1ett, Barbara. The Concept and Varieties of Nerrative
Performance in East European Jewish Culture, in Bauman & Sherzer, -
pp. 283-308. . .

/seShews that narration of stories is a "cu)tural. focus" in east Furopean
- Jewieh snciety Stories are told regularly to make a point. "My aim,
> to characterize storytelling in east European Jewish
—"cutlure of thk late nineteenth and ‘early twentieth centuries, paetieu—
1ar1y in tradition-oriented circles. Defines and’ describes various |
types of stories told, from least to most formal, giving examples of
each type. Ends;w1th comparison of formal’ and informal types.

Kroll, Barbara.  Combining Ideee in Nﬁiﬁten and Spoken English: A Look at
Subordination, in Keenan & Bennet; pp. 69-108. '

Discusses the syntactic functions coordination and subordination as

- treated in three traditions: pedagogical grammar, eantemparary rhetoric,
and transformational grammar, and opts for an eclectic approach. -
Suggests that the measure for ‘counting is an "idea unit" which a -, N
communi cator has in mind and can encode at the phrase, clause or sentence”
level. Such units can then be combined by eoardineting conjunctions,
subcrdinate "signal” words, or dependent phrases. ' Hypothesizes that.

“the totally unsophisticated communicator knows and uses' none of these

devices, and relies instead on the principle of nextness to create -
connections between ideas.” _ . .

Labov, William. Narrative Analysis: Dre1 Versions of Personal Experience.
in Helm, ed., Essays in the Verbal and Visual Artsg Seettie* U of
Washington Press, 1967. Pp.. 12-44. , '

Vo . Suggests that before‘ef%emptﬁng to analyze eemp1ex narretives such
‘ - as myths, epics, etc., scholars should grappTe with "the simplest
and most fundamental narrative.structures ... in direct connection with
their priginating fuctions." Suggests that such narratives are “ora]
versions of personal experience." This paper then analyzes such’
- narratives elicited from speakers of Black English ‘[not sic] in New
York. The analysis is formal and functional. [Note: the attempts at -




1fermelism are annoying to me but the reference te actual narratives
-which are quoted at length are exce11ent - This paper is a precursor Cy
of the following. ] . ’ .

Ax”LaQov H11Tiam. The Transformation of Experience in Narrative Syntax,
g . in the Inner City: Studies inithe B1ack English Vernacu1ar
U of Pennsy1van1a Press, 1972. ’ T ,

E _', This is-a key articTe in.narrative study frem any perspective Le
' ‘Structural analysis: narrative contains 1) abstract: 2) orientation
3) complicating action 4) evaluation 5) result 6) coda. Of '

. these,  evaluation is the most significant for content analysis. B
o It consists of the speaker's attempts to answer in advance ‘the hearer's

-question, "So what?" I.e. it shows what the speaker thinks is tellable
X ’, about the story. Shows numerous Tinguistic techniques for -accomplishing
i evaluation, ; [Note: If you're going to read anything about narratives,
read this_}f , X :
01son, David-R. From Utterance to Text: The Bias of Language in Speech and.
Writing, in Fisher and Diez-Gurerro, eds., Language and Logic in
Personality and Society. NY, 1976. Also Harvard Educatien Review 47: 3 (Aug 1974

A long and interesting discussien of rhetorical strategies in writing

and speech. Basically distinguishes. between the concept of meaning .

as inherent in the text associated with writing,(and with Chomsky in.
linguistics) as opposed to meaning residing in context,- associated

with speech (and with CheFe) Oral statements are said to appeal to
common, experience for meaning, whereas written statements depend.on
prior agreement about rules of argument.- Children are said to ignore

or misinterpret utterances which express meaning other than that

expected (contrary-to-fact, entailment, comes later). Most common
reasoning is really enthymeme : logical steps are omitted. What people .
cens1der “1og1ca1j" in fact, is what- they agree with. [All this and more.]"

Polanyi, Livie Why the Whats are When: Mutue]Ty Centextuai121ng Rea]ms )
of Narrative, in Proceedings of the Second Annual Meet1ngﬁof the S
Berkeley Linguistics Soeiety, 1976 :

Quote "In this paper I will be arguing for the need Fer a pragmatie

theory of .narrative to account for the surface structure phenomena B
which are common in the narrative texts of real speakers." Outlines :.° o
others' approaches to narrative analysis and their inadequacies. — - = .
Leaning heavily on Labov's notion of "evaluative," makes the key

observation: "People regularly understand a given narrative text -to

be “about semething other than the events-or changes of state in the
narrative.” Two kinds of structures are posited: temporal (ie

sequential events) and duretive/descript1ve (spatial,‘ic #haractere1ogiea1
etc.). After analyzing in detail a priceless narratiée entitled The

Lady and the Heusef?y, cene1udes by suggesting a fnrma1ism (not

r‘,f«'
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(Pu1anyi iReaTms"ccnt'd) | D 5 '5;: f "Vf »;;f;g :f:»”if~,f ';,Li;
yet worked opt) which bu11ds "on’ “the cnncept af mutually’ - s ]
- contextualizing frames -- each frame ctntain1ng a structure governed
by its own rules,. and the three frames as-a-whole constituting a -
narrative frame operating ‘within the communicative structure as one ; e

way of encoding and reporting 1nformatiun to other people.”’.
Polanyi, Livia. So what‘s The Polnt? Sem1utica, tg aPpear._f" B

Hyputhes1s is that what the”'u1nt of stary can be is cuitura11y
constrained. Demonstrates this by amalyzing in detail a story
'told by a woman.in a group discussion and showing that the speaker .
and her audience negotiate the point of the story until they agree .
~upon one and-the speaker can move on to another. Includes -
comprehensive b1b1jography of sources on.narratives.. [Personai nute
‘ the story here analyzed is the.one I collected: .~ v
v . which is also the subject of my own papers:"Well Hhat Did Yeu Expect?“ -
(BLS 3) as well as "The Effect of Expectations on.Conversation"
(Discourse Processes, to appear). Polanyi's paper éentains - key
'ﬂ; ﬁ“§ights into the cultural cunstructs underlying discourse. ]

\
;?§%;‘%t FEQPP. V]ad1m1r Morphology af the Fn]ktale. 2nd ed. Austin: U of Texés

Press, 1968. ~(Study tumpTéted by Propp in 1928; originally pub11shed
1n Eng115h transiat1on in 1958).- Intro by A]an Dundes.

A very basic text in narrative anaTys1s, since 1t was one of the first.
It is what Dundes (in the introduction) calls a syntagmatic structura]
approach, tracing the linear sequence of events, as opposed to a
paradigmatic structural approach. (cf.lLevi- Strauss) traging under]ying
patterns and binary oppositions. Propp does not concern himself with
context and culture. Simply breaks fairy tales into component parts
and Stud1es them in terms of the Functiuns of dramat1s persunae

" Ross, Robert N. Ellipsis and the Structure of Expectat1un, San Jose State
Occasional Papers in L1ngu15t1t5, Dept of Linguistics, San Jose State. U s

1975. | o

% Ross .is "interested in how we perceive and understand the tunnectiuns
N » 'between some parts of texts." 'Thesis is that this is accomplished by
’ means of “covert pieces of. informaticn“ which he calls "structures of
+ expectation." [Personal note: I have borrowed this term from Ross; it - -
, seems 1ike the simplest and most accurate way of expressing what has- ’
o -been called scripts, schemata, frames, templates, etc. ]

Sacks, Harvey. On Some Puns : With Some Intimations, in-Shuy, ed. 5ut1u1iniuist1cs,
Current Trends and Prospects. Hashington DC* Georgetown U., 135-144 (1972).

Djscustes puns ‘as a way of show1ng what ethnumethudu]ogy can do.
Thus, aim is "to show a conversation sequential ordering [sic] that
can be found for a characterizable class of puns. Data from a group
therapy session for adolescent boys. After .presenting the excerpt
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‘but slow readers.‘ , i ——_— A

o -_secausexwm parents to be. more qon= (3.64/10 |3.04/17 |35/ | 36500 3.18/30.5 | -
~ 7 cerned about their child' 8, resding ( S b I L N
| "‘abili'ty. " A s R IR B ,

,

N cemng.s!i’.den:s to read more. (352155 | 3.80/12.5 [ 3.95/4 {3.84/6 - {3.51/15.5

'8y Helping students’ to overe oné per- ¢ 3,302 343061 |3.10757, - 3461265733019 |
. - Ceptual problems : L . . :

. . s'u ‘ : i . o . ] P
T : v ' . . . *

W ettt § /dencs ooted, (3307 (s 16 )88 |330ms |

) Doing an effective Job of teaching o ;.59/‘18.5 3.65/.2'1.'5.\ 3.'58/22..5 ;3.47/'22‘ '3.39','/12"‘ ;_;

reading.,‘ e I | | i., I - w”'b'%, . o ‘h L : : . x L . |
. , ' : ¢ \4 :-\. ’ ’ R .' ‘ C -“ I" " . o “J” ‘ 3 g" . ‘\
9 Knowing sbout,dnd having apprOpriate E\SWS 3.64/23 13.51/30  1'3.09/48 31585 |
| materials . for a wide range of stu- . \ A S a

K Vdents \ R e .
,9\3 nGeftting’ studente ‘Eo tr;l hardert LG ij 3 50/17 3,.-80-‘,1‘,1"2:"{5‘,; 3,908,241 3, 6§/ﬁ Pm 6{{33 y
L o, :" “ \ \m\’aﬁ‘”{;‘z;"r;.‘:f.w IS IR A

T 9% 0vercqming students feeligg'dsogw-; é» .‘a3 3;/,26 "Su” F 4/

o frustration. A s

T | 3.0 |

“ [ ) ' L ' N
' L] . ' . ! [
' 3 4 ' ' ’ \‘r\ A

L b BT A b : . ’
. n ' FREPE ORI ¥ e e I S R R
- . . ., . : ey . . . o
C k\‘\ o CHE ) Co ' o, ".‘ / . » 9 . ‘v ,. . .
I:K ] ; v o v o - St g X ) . "'I. R
.’ T " - ‘ .. . . ‘ L ' Cw . B .
. B ' . N R

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC




*~_'
" o
J

f:‘~ L3

—

"J - — -—
nigh ‘Scm -

Middle School R
+ Teachers

" Teachers

Elementary
School Teachers
- Specialists
Supétvisbry and
. Administrat;ye A
. Personnel . X

Reading .

T

. TPC¥R] | ?rqblém Statémént \ - ‘ o

F

fbetting studéhta to read for and recall [ 3.05043 3.17/5% 3.56/24.5{'3.08/50 | -2;76/63 |
: details. o \ - ! EUREE I R -
S ' ' | A "U“ "' -
100 Getting students to reCafh and use what 35712 ]3.90/6.5 3,982 3. 87/3 5 | 3.24/27.5
"~ they have learned \\ ‘ P I -
e 8 : - ' 10 : : p)

"“flgl;;j,"“fﬂecause I_want.students to- bh prepared "3}26/36}5”'3;81/10L5”15§§2/id"5 5{50/5b‘f ;5156/49 |
102 . Gvercontng students tndifterince tovard | 340022 |301/29 (3.9 |3igss [3d9m |
L reading o _\ L ) x N :
106 - Having students feel that they are \'\ 3,08/49.5 | 3:32/44.5 3.46/31 3:32/31.5 | 3:06742.5
S ,.imaking satisfactory progress. , | : - ' '

' ' . 1 ‘
v ' ' S B IR
i . : ' .

EKC

Aruntoxt provided by Eric




o O ‘]k
' .‘ -2I"' '," o . . o ', » .
' - . _“/r-' '

In order to attempt to identify the problem areas represented by the 106

A

gpecific problems on the TPC-R, a factor analysis was, done separately for the

0, - v.]

’ frequency and bothersomeness responses. The frequency responses and the.
gwothersomeness regponses of the 528 respondents to the 106 items on the TPC-R

were. first sub:]ected to the’ﬁrincipal-axis method of common Factor analysis to |

-

. determine the number -of. salient commI:factors -that- vuld be- meantngfully T

meaningfyé factors in tﬁese two sets

A5 d

rotated. To be" sure to account for

. of da\:apeach of thk 106-item correlation matrices was "overfactored" (i.e.,

-b"

"20 ’factﬁors) inisially using modified. squared multiple cbrrelations as first
estimates of the effective communalities (8: 4~ 5) o . T

9y

Relative to the initial factoi‘g of the frequency resanses, a summary

of resultant eigenvalues and estimrated var?ance shared is ‘given in the left-

" " . PRI

hand portipn of Table io. .

.
[

PRINCIPAL AXIS SOLUTION OF FREQ‘ NCY RESPONSES USED L L
sov o T0 DETERMINE THE 'NUMBER OF SALIENT "FACTORS et

¢ &

. Squared Multipl_e Corr_elations. .| sum of S‘quared f’actoi’
e Used as Estimates of Communalities |[Loadings Subsequently Used
. Co SR e as Estimates of Communalities °

. ) »'
e o

Eigenvalue Percent o O " Percent

Factor | Etgenvalue Difference Variance - Eigenvalue  Variance 6
i . 23.60 * 19.82 ., 48:12% £23.56 o ;4.04
.2 < 3,78 " 55.80 C 2395, ¢ 62,65
: - . L7 . : R IR
3. 3.31: . . 62.55 ¢ . 3.26 .- 70.14
o 021 ) ./" , ] T
4 -3.10. - . : .. 68.87 . - 3.07 " 77.18 ‘
! . ' A . '1‘7 . - . ’ b . . . *
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0y : o 2 -.22- . .A ‘ , . . )
/ . ﬁ : ] .‘ . . o L
- ! - % : . - ‘*- . T

. S 1? JTABLE &. . .. e

T - ’ u 4 (Continued) E ' :
Eigenvplue Percent. : ' Percent

JE&ctbr '"'Eigenvalue' Diffetence Variance Eigenvalue ) Varia;gg

5 1,93 . © Y 30080 '«'~»1.88'- e8l.50
- Co e - : SRR
6 .., 1.5 .. o 76.170 0 1 62~ 85.22
7 1.53 5 ... 79:29° T, ' 1.48 - 88.61 .
. ) '. -~ "'_ . .;:." . .. . 17 ) . v . \\ » ) v N
8 1360 T 82.06 . 1.33 -,. 91.65 .
o DY L - :
9. 5 . 117 s e Ugaes L La2e 0 d4a21
- - fe T 08 7 . T . : _
10 . . 1.09 . . 86.67 - "1.05 .96.63 ¢,
] ‘ ) . v . '02 . [ % . . .“' ' ) . ‘ . a Lo | . X
S110 0 107w N .7 88.84 - 1.02 98.98 . .
‘ —————y 1 A RN
12 e 93 T~ eeunk . LT .
- LI . - ) ".u 05 ' . . . . ’
5 .88 . . .-, 192,53 : L
‘e s .‘ . . L .05 L : . - ; . ' .
o - 8% ., el o )
PR : ‘_ ‘_ 0 L 005 " M o
L] . . . . .
15 :78 - R 95.80
b J _.‘B \\a-‘ '.ol"; .. ‘ Iy <
“ 16 . .77 L9737 S
o .08 _
17 - © .69 s - 98.78 ‘
18 .66 ,QE\ 100.12
g . - .0l xa
19 7 \.65 . 101.44
) R - \ . - . 005 . ! ‘ . - )
20 .60~ o lo2.66* -+ o ,
\ : P ’ N . A l .

*® When the factor matrix is initially overfactored and squared multiple correla-.
tions are used for cemmunality estimation, it is common that latter factors
accoun£ for more than' 100 percent ‘of common variance trace) Lol D

Lo~ . \\,

"tors (salient factors) that could be meaningfully rota#ed. The principal

I ‘

methods used to determine the number -of factors to ‘be retained for rotation '

" .. . .. e, I _. - 35 . .l . l' . g
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‘were Cattell 8 scree test (3 206) and an examination of the overfactored

v

initial prinsiggl_axis matrix (not shown) To apply Cattell 8 scree test,

A :

the eigenvalue ‘difference columh is studied for the purpose of detErmining '\\;v
where (a) the differences begin to "level off" or (b) a reversal in magnitude
of difference occurs., The scree c iterion suggested a’five, eight or eleven *
factor solution for frequency with preference for the latter since an exami- :~[b_*

“;nation of the initial principal axis matrix revealed the presence of only one

' gubstantial factor loading associated with .the remaining nine excluded factors--

. 8 loading of 374 on factor thirteen. To resolve the ;p oice among these three

-‘solutions, five, eight ‘and- eleven factors were_subsequently rotated with the
L £ . _
result that the eleven factor solution lent itself to clearest interpretation.
. :
The. decision, therefore, was to retain eleven factors for rotation.

.

To achieve greater precision, the log item correlation matrix was refactored

using the sum of the: squared factor loadings on the: eleven retained factors as ‘. '

estimates of effective communalities. Refactored fésults are displpyed in the e
~ - . . L R ILN
_righthanﬂ\portion of : lable 4o e w:{.ﬂ . R . -
Factors emanating from the refactored solution were then subjected to an
oblique promax rotation (l;;gfor the purpose of obtaining meaningful structure.

"Table 5 presents the specific problems that had a .300 or higher load%ng on

.each of the eleven frequency factors.;‘
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A ELEVEN FACTOR SOLUTION FOR FREQUENCY DATA FROM
e o THE ' TEACHER PROBLEMS CHECKLIST.‘ READING . A
) . R T : A . —
Tl S, ‘{Astericks denoxe problems identified as
e significant for.all respondents. s
' . R L N =-528) :
: — x o '."'"“'»‘ :‘_" e “""""T““"’" - *.'“—‘;Factor“;l*:‘**"I‘l‘lVi‘éOf&E‘iOﬂ“("*“—""* “"f' --:“"__ T "'_.’ I -_“ -
TfoR‘. ~ Lo . i . Factor
5':#': Problem Statement -Loading
73% L’Enhancing my students interest in- apd attitudes toward .556‘" !
o reading. , . :
S ) . ‘ PO L
90* Motivating students to ‘read. _ N -1.502
19% Getting students to enjoy it.f.'bff: :~*‘;;:“f . $55?' ‘ ”1582"¥)
Lo ‘y N " B ".. ‘ . - . B - X
102 Dwercoming students‘ indifference toward reading. .465
87% ~;Getting students to read more. - s /’443 L
g f;‘xChanging the negative perceptions and attitudes of students - " .419 )
' fg'tobatd-readihg-—doing(those%things which seefn . likely to - et Y
}{result in more- positivc peﬂceptionSAand attitudes- IR
94k Qvercoming students' feelings of frustration; ' .356
78 ~ OVErcoming student apathy or outright dislikéb\> .," .333
15% .vBecause I want my sfudents ‘to, have a better self-concept. +325
L s ' '
. 36% Having students fee1 successful at: reading. .o .322
. 4 D } 4 ;
- 106 yaving students'feel that_they,are naking satisfactory .310
progress. ~ [ - ) . . B
'« . 'Factot II: Skill Building in Oral Readidg
. . K . v . ] . - -'- .7,‘. N s
TPC-R . . . . 7 Factor
- #  Problem Statement "~ - . Loading_
42'_:.Improving students',oralureading ability. . - _ o -489
46% Getting students'to'read:accurately orally. 447 .
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' T ' r.‘é’, . . Y ' _25_“ ' . . .. L ) - .
N -
b Helping students feel secure and unafraid when reading aloud .445"'
77 _.Getting students to read loudly and clearly.- +438
‘:.61*_ ‘Getting students tp read aloud with expression. ' . «430
“5 ﬁoihg”the_things which seem likely to help students improve - 410
-in.oral'reading.‘ . . ?
— — /"/..\.... L TN,
e - }.* 7;' _ Factor,IlI;;'Timej ' -~
TPC-R A ‘ ' - Factor
# ' Problem Statement' . oot . Loading
' 80% Finding enough time to help all reading groups. . +581
._6Qf Teaching tod many students or large classes. ‘ ".480
' 30% Having enough time to-york with students who need special help. 459
L - .
39 . Being unencumbered by other things such as taking attendance,\ 417 .
- .collecting assignments and passihg out'materials when I should
be tﬂChing. : } v ) \ - ¢ -
57% cHaving preparation time.\ -,‘f. »?:f A - . ) i.§§8
o 81N Z'Completing the work I have planned. e 'f> ' = .357
) Sy '_ Factor Iv: Support . i.f. L B
TPC-R . o o : S Factor
Problem'Statement T . .* Loading
A . —
71 .Getting other teachers to encourage interest in and. positive . .629
- ,f' attitudes toward reading and to’teach it better themselves. , .
: L] . o
9 Because T ‘'want other teachers to stimulate interest in- .619
' reading._ b _ .
43, Getting others to use standardized testo for diagnosis rather a .575
o than using them ‘to reinforce cultural stereotypes. : . ‘
86. Being.able tq find and/or use. culture-fair tests. " .4003'
. 33 Because I want teachers in earlier grades to do a more ‘ ' .3&9-?
h ’effective job of teaching reading. ' ' <
i36 ' Reinforcing cultural stereotypes to get federal or state money.
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e . * . . Factor V: -Professional Worth .~ T ~  °{ ﬂ&f.
: . : s A . C . S
) - - . - . Ve .. b . : Y
TPC-R : o RIS . -Factor
‘#. Problem Statement T oo ., s Loading
: .lO_,‘"Being recognized as.a successful'teacher of reading by .7 ..565
‘ ~ 'having my student% do, well ‘so . that my colleagues are, ’ S
. _'“Haware of my. teaching effectiveness.;m;u;M‘__ R
) ] ‘: ' . e . -'A\" - N - X ,
.lé - 'Feeling successful a§ a: teacher of reading—-doing things P L4495

. and having colleagues and administrators dq things which

B 'connribute to my success. '

"6 Gaining the respect and esteem. of my colleague§ and others-- .. o .460
doing those things which are’ honored,-estéemed and respected.

” VRN -~ »/,, . el

V-

63 - Getting my - colleagues to consider my teaching effective. - e péig :

.9 IOrganizing and. preparing: to teach reading 8o that. I,will . ' .3;5' /
’ ~ be clear and alert.“ . . " ) oL *. )
."103 .Because I want to feel successful as a teacher of readingu",fﬁ' .%l?f_f_ '
. . . . . _u ..‘_-' '. . . ., ’ ) . ’.‘. : ) -
v ' '7£ . ?~Eactor Vf‘" Individualization . . R S 5.' ~;
g « .. . . . - .
. ' v ’ «
TPC-FJ v . S . : - Factor
¢ Problem Statement -° * - - % . ~ ro Loading_ .
.‘ _,c_-. v g . -
S '55*7 Having appropriate materials for different”interest levels. o .396
Y21k - Knowing about and having available a full‘range of reading . - 1597
o materials--doing those things which identif*’and procure .
: ,such*materials.} ' 3 . SR )
.. s ' v : ) ) .
- 92% - Knowing about and having appropriate materials for a wide . .574
' range of students._ ' ‘ - " o
T lf _.Having appropriate materials for different reading levels.L 497
22% - Finding materials of interest for each student. . .440 ‘j
.' .".. L% N ."' - : [
. 44’,"Baving materials needed to help students improve word att::h .383
e slz;us-- co e e,
Ry I T ". | f e
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" Labov, Wi1l1an. The Logic of Napstandard English, in GgHold, pp. 179-215
Excerots from Geor etn¥n Monographs on Language and gigguistics. Vo]
-(1969), pp. 1-22,.26-3

Anuther mnnumenta] work. Dispe11ed once and for all the “deprivatian“
theory of black language which had inspired the infamous Bereiter and
Engelmann materials based on the.thedries of Basil Bernstein, assuming
that black children "have no language" and attempting to teach them one
from scratch. Shows that NNE (Negro Nonstandard English) 1s a rule- '
governed dialect; some rules presented are 1) negative concord [note

. the difference in bias from what was formerly callj d "double negative"]
2) pluperfect (had came) 3) negitive perfect (I -ain't had) 4) negative
preterite (I ain't go) 5) negative inversion-{don't nobody kriow):

'6) invariant ‘be' 7) optional copula {which can be deleted just where
standard English can cantract!!! 8) dummy ‘it for'. ‘there 8] u11 forms
of auxiliaries. ’

In his enthusiasm for proving (which He. does. ampiy) that black chi?dren

- are verbally dextrous, Labov gives a ‘rather slanted and unfair example

‘of standard speech which is verbose, repetitive, &nd empty. Also makes the .

wonderful observation that "The highest’ percentage of well fnrmed
“sentences are found. in casual speech, and working*¢1a$5 speakers use more
well ‘formed sentences than middle-class, speakers, The'widespread
myth that most speech is ungrammatical ‘is no doubt based upon tapes -
~ made at learned conferences, where we obtain the maximum number of
j irreducibly ungrammatical sentences [Even when he's taking swipes -
at his caTTeagues, you can't he]p cheering him on.] . -
Martyna, Nendy Cumprehens1nn af the Eenevic Masculine: Inferring '"She'" from "
'He,! presented at APA 85th Annual Convention, SF, August 1977. ~
Sett1es at 1ast [I wish] the' .question of whether the “generic" use
_of "he" actually "means" either "he" or "she" to people. By giving -
subjects sentences dnd testing their understanding of the meaning,
discovered that 80% of subjects inferred "he¢" from "he": that is,
they took the "generie" to refer to mascu1inei

Matisaff James A. Lahu B11ingua] Humor ActaTLiniuistica,Hafniensia,
12:2 (1969), 171-206. (Copenhagen) e

' Anaiyzes Lahu jokes based upon puns pb1ysemy, misunderstandings,
occurring in the context of bilingual contact between Lahu and Shan
speakers and bidialectal contact between Yellow Lahu and Black Lahu

. speakgrs. “ ‘Shows.that jokes reveal pecking order and social relations.
Remarks on the surprising fact that through such jokes Lahu make e J
temselves the butts of their own jokes.. [I humbly point out that s
it is specifically those Lahu who try to put on airs” by speaking i
Shan or thinking that they =~ “understand Shan wht become the butts
of the" jnkes, which thereby become a mechanism for enforcing group

_ solidarity,.” This is a delightful artiﬂie=which identifies a significant
Tocus for Tinguistic anaiy51§ ] : ,

R
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Hatiq!iig James A E_ycho-ostensive Expressians 1n Y1ddﬂsh. NY: TSHI, 1n
5. ) _

s L

Structure1 as’‘well as psycho1ngiea1 anaTysie of expressions in .
- Yiddish which are inserted, Thank God, in Yiddish conversation,
serving the overt functian of expressing the attitude 'of the speaker:
to the content of the statement. Distinguishes between: 1) bono-
recognition (thanks and congratulations) 2) malo-recognition
‘(1amentation and sympathy '3) bono-petition (asking for good) = = .
. - 4) malo-fugition (warding off evil). Then discusSes particular ', -.
e semantic categories (death-related expressions, ‘curses, oaths).
‘ Includes numerous delightful and rich examples from 1iterature :
and conversation, as well as numerpus brilliant and true observations ,
about language. [Personal note: This has to be one of the 1ove11est .
works I have ever read in¢ 11ngu15t1cs ] .

Quina Holland, Kathryn, Henry G. Bates. and Jnseph A. ‘Wingard. Language
Style and Sex Stereotypes in Person Perception. Presented at APA'
meeting, SF August 1977. é

Yet another study which corifirms experimenta11y what Lakoff safd .
- about women's speech style.” Found "a steretype of speech patterns -

‘mathcing Lakoff's hypothesis, and further implicated language

style in a more general sexual steretype. Regardless of speaker

sex, masculine patterns received greater competence-efficiency
= rating Hh1]e feminine speech patterns received hi her social warmth

’ ~ scores." [This too cenfirms Lakoff's hyputhesis

N Sieg]er, D.M. and Siegler, R.S, Steretypes of Male and Female Speech "
s presented at APA SBrd Anhual Convention, Chicago, ILL. 1975. *

And yet anether Deveﬂoped a set uf sentences reflecting Lakoff's

. ..categories of ma1e/fema1e speech (e.g. use of declaratives vs. tags

w.r - - and hedging).. Asked’ e bjects to rate whether speaker was probably

o male or prgbab1y femd)e;} “Hypothesis confirmed. ‘Then get this: .
secend jroup ‘of - subjeets was asked to rate whetheF each sentence :
_was "probably written by someone intelligent" or not. Voila. -
Resulting pattern was consistent with the ratings of the first group,
~ with sentences described as "masculine" attributed to "intelligent"’
- speakers and sentences thought to be uttered by “wemen" .attributed
¢ ' tu "probably nat inte11igent“ speakere .

gar
[P e

Shtmaneff Susan B. Investigating Pel1tenees, in Keenan & Bennet pp. 213—241

Noting Lakoff's hypothesis that women are “mnre po]ite" than men ,
..and an accusation by C. Kramer in Psychology Today that this is just
“ "folk-1inguistics," attempts to find.out what'really goes on by placing
a tape recorder on the desk of the secretary of the Speech Communication

“ ,Department and thereby\reeord1ng, unbeknownst to evehynne except the

Q ) . = ' : ) o
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 (Shimanoff, Cont!d)

Lo : ‘ - T
R : o ‘ C 36

)

iséérétity:herse1f, 21 diff;?ént é@ﬁiers#tiﬁns in 10 mjnute§: Findings:

males and females- equally polite (judging by number of turns judged to
exhibit politeness) hut that men and women showed different types of

“politeness and doffferent specific features. I.e. women were found to

use more positive politeness (cf -Brown & Levinson: 'satisfies one's

need for approval and belonging" [1.e. Lakoff's 'rapport' principle,

I'd say]) while men shows. equal use of positive and negative politeness -
(cf Brown & Levinson negative pol.: "reduces the imposition of @ ... -
statement,” [i.#. Lakoff's deference or distance]). These findings '~ ' -
are discussed 1n an interesting way. -Problems are noted- 4n implementing

. Brown &Levinson method (which she was trying to do here), and alterations

* Soski

-

are suggested. [It's a miracle anything turned up at all, considering:
the bias of the data: 1.e. the secretary herself knew of the recording; .
the secretary accounted for an inordinate percentage of the female turns: ~ ~
the power/role differences between male professors and female others; .
the fact that male scademics; cf Lakoff, do not generally .edploy -
stereotypically "male" speech patterns.] . ..~~~ . 0T

ny W111am and Vera P, John. . The Study.of SpontaneawsTalk, in Barker,
The Stream of Behavior. NY: Appleton Century Crofts, 1963, pp. 228-281..

Authors wired up two_young couples who wéﬁé'vagétionihg at a resort .
d e

and. thereby continually monitored and recorded “everything they said

to .,each other or t0 anyone else between 8AM and 12 midnight over a

-period of time [wasn't clear how long; séemed to be at .least a week], " ;f_

Present article is «alled a pilot study and concerns the talk of one of
the couples. Contains four types of. analysis: 1; ecological gepisades,
subepisodes: where they wept; what' they did.) RB):structural (statistics
such as amount of talking time, proportion of talking time, average

unit length, etc.) '3) functional (relational vs. informational function)

4) dynamic analysis (along 3 variables: state, locus-direction, bond; - v
* )

i.e. the affect): The functional analysis (3) consisted of classifying -
utterances.as.one of 6 types: 1) .expressive statement 2) excogitative
statement -("thinking aloud") 3) signones (report speaker's present
physical or psychological states) .4) metrones (valuative statements)

5) regones (regulative statements) - 6) structones (informational

~ Discussion consists of fascinating observations about what was going

on interactionally between Roz and her husband Jock [I can't help

_ thinking this was an intentfonal pun] and-how it was reflected in

their speech. Includes a rather lengthy transcript Df'a‘éingie,episéﬂe
which cries out for further analysis [though they made a good start].

- [Personal notey although the terminology is a bit unwieldy; inspired by |

~ the ecological psychologists Barker and Wright no doubt,-yet the

concrete analysis of conversation I think surpasses anything that has
been done since. These results are called “"pilot" but I understand
nothing was done since. What a pity, What 1 want to know is: How can
I get my hands on the tapes? This 'is a really exciting study. But

. T doubt.it would get past-any human subjects committee today!]



Part-IV: Pragmatics

, [Inciuding Speech Acts 1n L1ngu15t1ps]

Be11ﬁger. Dwight L. Centrestive A;eent end cgntrastive StPESS
37:1 (1961), 83—97, ‘ , o SRt :

Distinguishes between centrastive;aeeent (which 15 not ‘phorietically -
definable) and contrastive stress (which is phonetically definable |
as a shift in stress.’: Constrastive stress'normally fmplies .the -
presence of centrast1ve accent, but-the converse 1s not necessarily

true, [Personal note: I have-included this study not because fts .~

~findings are espec1a1Ty useful but because a) it was focusing on
intonation at a time when few other Tinguists were doing so and -

-b) because of the cute way the sentences .are laid out on the page .
. ta.indicate their intonation. No kidding, that's one pessib]e
' ‘.Lf;trehscript1en cenvention whieh has been’ tried 1

Bﬂydeaﬂu1ian, and J.P. Thorne. The Semantics of Mede1 Verbs, Jaurnal of -
‘Linguistics, Vol. 5 (1969), 57-74, | =

oo Authors” state that they are the first te use ph11esephy of 1anguege! ;
N ijpeeeh Act Theory 1in lingdistics! Apply it to study of:the modals
e e L cang shall, should, Will. Make the interesting claim: ‘that there are
# o~ " only two tenses in English: PAST and PRESENT, or better, PAST and
i NONPAST. Note that they e?neider only the epistenﬂe 'sense (in their

:distussien of can) as meda the rnet sense of.can 1s ea11ed nen—mnda1_

Brawn Pene1npe, and Stephen Levinsen Un1verse1s in Language Usege*
Politeness Phenomena, in Goody, ed., Questions and | Pe11tenese;;5trete,
:1in Social Interaetien Cambridge U. Press, 1978, pp 56~289.

Stated major aim is to account for the emezing cress-cu1tur31 similerity
in conversational strategies. Hypothesize that:the reason is the
o ‘universal politeness. Question they,ask:.ls, "What sort of assumptions
v . and what sort of reasoning are utilized by- participants to produce such
- universal strategies of verbal interaction?" With reference to data
!  from.a number of different cultures; their procedure is to postulate
a Modél Person (MP), whosis"endowéed with two specfal properties. --
. rationality and face. There are. twn identified eemponEnts of face:
~5neyat1veﬁfeeeft"the want of every’'competent adult member' that his
actions be unimpeded by others," and positive face: “the: want_ef every
member that his wants be desirable to at Teast some others.”: There
..exist, correipondingly, negative and positive pe1iteness-etretegies
" Remaining heuristic terms include FTA ("face-threatening acts") and .- ,a:¢
going on_record or off_record [which’ correspond roughly.to direct" ahd’>“‘_f
indirect communication]. Acknowledge debt to Gumperz, Grice and Lakoff.. .
[Note: A long work that is really the: whole 'book it is. in. The 1dent1Fied
positive and negative wants do eetue]]y heve the ring ef truth abgﬁt them ]

ies -




g . ' Factor'WII: skill Building in Word Recognition ‘
. ' . o R . Y Factor
Problem Statemeii @vf‘ - _ . e - »;‘.. Loadingc
. 68 Getting students to reco‘ze sight words. , Tt 499
60" Getting students to do- well on.reading readiness exercises. - 2?75
.27 Getting students to pr0nouné£\letters combined into blends, ..3961
& 'digraphs and diphthongs correctly. . .
. T = '
55 Teaching about syllablesq i o ' ' ~ .388
. + e . . . ’
89*% wHelping students to overcome perceptual problems. AR .380
Sy '
41 Getting students to pronounce letters of the alphabet correctly. .369
'‘64* Improving students' word attack skills. o Yoo W349
y . ‘ ) . . ] _
56 Getting students to read each word. o ' b .335
. ) ’ . Y, ) ’ : .
4o* G'etting studertts to read ‘accurately orally. - 334 %
95 Getting students to perform well enough on standardized tests «333
to satisfy others. (:- o o , . B
L - ) . ~ -, . . A . -
. - Factor VIII: - Competence in Diagnosis’ and RemdiT¥§lfon ° -
TPG=R . ‘ . -« " Factor
: ¢ Problem Statement . ' / S Loading
34/!. Knowing how to evaluate students' comprehension abilities. <458
52%  Gaining skills in, the di:\hosis of individugl student 414

reading difficulties and having the time and opportynity r.
to employ such skills.

?Z‘&“”Identifying students' reading.difficulties.‘ .368

J o .

35% Doing the things which seem likely to help students to . .323

. improve in .reading comprehension ability such as giving = e
attention to eaning, retentign, inference making, vocabulary
deﬁelopment'aﬁd\exntax. ) ; at/if ’

9 Organizing and preparing to teach reading so th I will be . .322
* clear and alert.
" | ‘. 9 *a ) ’
. . G
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58  Assessing student achievement. LA o R .« 322
\ : R . : . .‘,- B - . e .
49% Knowing each student and his or her reading problems. o .309
. . j e ) * - . ‘n
) Factor IX: Skill Building in Reading Comprehension ;
TPC-R , J@', . o - Factor
# Froblem Stat t ’ - : 3 - Loading
17*% Getting studenks to learn and reﬁember basic terms in a’ 435
~ - .special subject area. < L '
28% Getting ptudents to comprehend. . , 411
.16% Getting, students to read at a rate appropriate for compre- 371
‘hending the *:gterial. ' , o '
A ‘ ’ o
40% Getting studénts to see meaning in the printed page... © +367
L . .
3% Getting students to do things such’as working carefully or - . .330°
spelling correctly. . . ' .
29* Having students make ifpferences from their reading. .309
/ ) ) , ' v 4 o . b
. 98% .Getting studepts to read for and recall detafls. " ..+ 300
Factor X: Security = . ¢ . v
" TPC~R . o ‘ o ‘Factor
# Problem Statement ‘ : i Loading -
t ’ *
25 Establishing and maintaining rapport with students. 479
39 Knowing how. to correct students “ho are easily embarrassed .376
£ .
105  Being more patient. : : fd- ‘ .358
99  Being organized.. N ‘ ©.338
. . ) oot . ' .
70 - Being prepared. ° -309
- - .. . \ :
) $
Vi
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Factor XI: Student Success__ -
o TfC-R . / : Factor
4 Problem StaFement :  \Loading
84 'Becdgse I w&htfétﬁdgnés ;g‘iéarn faster. . o «367
'101*  Because I wantfsfudehts;to be’ prepared.; f.' v | .363
98*  Getting sf::;dencs to read for and recall details. ‘ .329
iop* .Getting students toiretain and use whép'they hév;_leafﬂed. Lo +314

o,

Note - These fesults were used to construct the TPC*R, Form C

A

The factof&;we;gllabeled and defined as below. -
Factor I: 'Invigoratibn A vooa Wanting to vitalize my studénts‘ !
. o S . 1interests. in learning and improve
e : C ) ~ their achievement.
Factor II: Skill Building in, o "— Wanting students to improve in
' Oral ‘Reading oral reading. Doing those things
. . . which seem likely to improve that
: abiltty in students. ) -
Factor III: - Time - Wanting time to get both.prdfessiénal
] o and personal things accomplished..
N / ) : . N K . _'.‘
Factor IV: ( .Support = . Wanting the understanding and suste-

-

nance of administrators ‘and othe;
. teachers so that I can be efficient
and feel)professional. '

Factor ¥: . Professional Worth " = Gaining the ‘respect and esteem of
: my colleagues and others. Doing
those* things which are honored,
_ esteemed and respected so as to—.-
. T gain that sense of worth.
Factor VI: Individualization I .. -» Wanting to know about and have
‘ » y *'E?“a S available a fyll range of reading
. . =" . materials. Doing those things which
: oo identify and ‘procure such materials.

< | 114? .
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Factor VII:  Skill Building in - Wanting students to improve in word °
, Word Recognition . recognition skills. ' Doing those
, - "~ things which seem to improyékfbose
: ' ~abilities in students.

0
< ®

_Factor VIII: Competence in Diagngsis ' - Wanting skills' in the'diagnosis and
' and Remediation " ©  remedjation of individual student
: , . reading difficultiess
Factor IX: Skill Building in - Wanting students to improve in
' Reading\pomprehension ' Teading comprehension. Doing those

- thingg which seem to improve that:
:VN\\Qﬂ ’ability in students. =

4 . .
Factor X: Security . = Wanting to feel free from fear and Y
b ’ - anxiety.
Factor XI: Student Success .\ - = Wanting to ‘help students to succeed
. _ academically and personally. Want-
\ s ing the student to be efficient
| . .and effective. Doing those thingg=--
invigonating, counseling, guiding,

- _ - . establishing optimal classroom X
. o : - learning conditiozkr-as a teacher which
i¥ y ' : will lead to these‘goals. .

y . ! B
\‘ . - i * ‘ i . ' '
With respect to the bothérsomeness responses, the factor analytic methodo-«

¢

logy was identical. Subsequent to obtaining.the initial overfactored principal- '
l.\
axis matrix, a: decision was made to refactor and rotat% ten factors. Table 6

wresents the results of the initial overfactoring and the subsequent refactoring.

\ o . &
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TABLE 6 .

PRINCiPAL AXIS SOLUTION OF BOTHERSOMENESS RESPONSES USED TO
DETERMINE THE NUMBER OF SALIENT FACTORS

-

v
' -”Squa.fed Multiple Correlations  Sum of 'Squared Factor _
Used as Estimates of Communalities Loadings Subsequently Used _
»> .0 { : as Estimates of Commwpalities
o .' . — — ;
: T . [Eigenvalue . Percent v R Percent
Factor - Bigenvalue 'Difference_ Variance _Eigenvalue Variance
1 " 27.80 , | 53.90 27.47 2 60.19
R g 24.18 o R -
2. . 3.62 6‘ . 60.92 3.58. 68.04
3 3.06 0+ | O 66.86 . 3.0l 74.64
- , ‘ ~ 35 . N . P
4% 281 ‘ 71.73  © 2.46 . . 80.03% ]
_ : o Te 45 . A
5 o 2.06 20 ‘ 75.72 o, 206 84.55 -~
6 . 1.86 ‘ 79.33 1.81 - ° 88.52
. a - . 34 R ’ " ‘ s
7 _ 1.52 s © -82.28 1.65 92.13 v
8 1.18 14’ . 84.58 " 1.13 94.62
9 o 1.04 . | 86.59™ .98 96.77
10 .97 o 88.47 .96 ¥98.86
> .00 S i ‘ '
11 .97 o 90.35
. .06 "
12 ©.91 92.11
12 .
13 : .79 93.65°
2 -07 N . l
14 ' 172 95.04 - . L
; : : .06 . ‘
15 - 71 96.41 ' ,
) . .03 . . '
16 . .68~ ‘ 97.73 -
o . .06 . : _ .
17 L . 02 .98.92 . | : PR
18 , . .60 . 100.09
. ’ ' -05 e . ‘ . ;
19 .55 101.16 - : .
: _ ‘ .01 : -
. . ¢ ) \
o : (continued) 44
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R +

Eigégvalue  Percent ' - Percent
Difference Variance Eigenvalue Variance

Factor Eigenvalue

-
-

S e | . 1oi;j;r”"

-t

* Hhen the factor ‘matrix is initially overfactored and squared. multiple corre-
lations are used fo comﬁunality estimation, it is commen‘that_;a;ter factors
account’ for more than 100 percent of common variance (trace). ‘

).l

“Table 7 present -the specific problems that had a «300 or higher‘loading

on each of the ten othersomeness factots. : (j ‘ N
' - 3 o

//- S  TABLE 7 - ~ c
TEN FAcron SOLUTION FOR BOTHERSOMENESS DATA FEOM S
/" ~THE TEAGHER PROBLEMS CHECKLIST: 'READING _

. ,'

. ' . (Asterisks denote problems iden i£ied agl? o
/ % .

-/ . significant for all respondents. _

/o . . N= 528) . L

3

> c
Factor I: Invigoration

4

JPC-R - ' S ‘ ﬁ(' ' Factor
# Problem;&tatement ’ . Loading
: B ) ‘ - L [ ] i . .

90* Motivating students to read. ' 470
"102*  Overcoming stndents' indifference toward reading. « ‘ :449\\”

87% Getting stﬁdent?7?gifead more. ‘ T - . 429

73*  Enhancing my students interest in and attitudes toward .Q§4

jreading. : *

Q@* : Getting students to try harder: ' .343
103 Because'I want to feel successful as a teacher of reading. .329 .
106* Having students feel that th!y are making satisfactory ' .323

pYogress. . .

78*  Overcoming student apathy or outright dislike. .;l?

:\iﬁ;' Overconin? students' feelings of frustration. ‘///{:,_—’/ .30}

- o "~ 49
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o _"Factor II: Skill Building in Oral Reading ‘.
TPC-R o - Factor
# __ Problem Statement Loading
42 'ImprOVing students’ oral reading ability. .530

46 Getting students to read accurately nrally. . 525
61 - Getting students to read aloud with expression. . .482
41 Setting stWde\es prqgounce letters’of the alphabet .388
: correctly. ‘. . . "
77-. Getting students to fead loudly -and clearly. .348
54" Helping Studehts learn to read fluently. .345
67% Helping students'to comprehend what they are reading orally. .332
50  Getting students tofead each word. - .319
. Factor III: Support
TPC~R - : - o N L Factor
# Problem Statement R . ~ Loading
71 Getting other teachers to encourage interest in and .575
* positive attitudes toward reading and to teach it better g
' themselves. ) ' . . ;
'43 \ Getting others to use standardized tests for diagnosis .547
rather than us%ng them to re nforce cultural sterecotypes.
96 | Because I want, other teache to stimulate interests in .532
reading v : -

86 Being able to find and/or usp cultural-fair tests.

76 Reinforcing cubtural  stereotypes to get federal or state
money. A

&

.394:




of reading materials.
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FactorvIV:‘-;}me
TPC-R Fac tqr‘
¢ Problem Statement . - . Loading -
80% Finding enough time to help all reading groups.
81 Completing the work I haye planned. S ot
~ . !
66% Teaching too many students or large classes. 431
v . .
59 Being unencumbered by othen things such ‘as taking attendance, .386
collecting assignments and passing out materials when I should
- be teaching. :
S57%, Having preparatidh time.' S .342
- 104 tting students to achieve up to standards set by publishers «322

y ,.Faifor V: Individualization
TPC-R | | . Factor
§ - Problem Statement ) 3 N . Loading
21% anwing about and having availab1e<a full range of reading .638..
y materials--doing those things which identify,and procure
such materialsg :
" 92%  Knowing about ‘and having appropriate materials for a wide .530
- range of students._ ‘i
56k Having appropriate‘materials for different interest levels. «527 '
1% Having appropriate materials for different reading levels. .502
44 Having materials needed to help students improve word attack .433
’ skills.. N .
“352* Finding materials of interest for each student. .412
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-~ . Factor VI: Security .
~ L) ¢ . . .
. TPC-R o, Factor
¢ Problem Staggment- Loadding
25 Establishing and maintaining rapport with students. “450 .
70 Being prepared. - : - 4 422
99 ,BeingforSanized. ' " : oo .”.f h 614"
: A ) - T ' Y
31. Being awake and alert. e ' .380
39 Knowing_how to correct students who are easily embarrassed. .359
. . Lo
T Factor VII: Competence in Diagnosis and Remediation -
'I‘PC-R S : ) . . . **\ L o i Factor
# Problem Statement: L Loading"
.. o . _ W -
© 52*%  Gaining skill in the diagnosts—vf individual student reading 461
difficulties and having the time and pppo ity to employ
such skills. ,aé S s .
64% .Improving students' word attack skills. a <407
30% Having enough time to work with students who need special .395
. help‘_ : .
. » ' LY
- ‘ Factor VII§: Nurturance
TPC-R : Factor -
# Problem Statement - . Loading
12 Getting students to wear their glasses. 379
4 Helping students feel secure and unafraid when reading aloud. «363
53 a Getting parents to provide glasses for students with visual .331
problems. o v
.2 ~ ' . o ,
v
— '
+ -

ERIC -
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Q * - " Factor 'IX: Professibnal Worth
TPC-R v . . AN P ; : " Factor
# Problem Statement : s ' .. ___ . Loading"
10  Being recognized as a succeasful teacﬁLr of reading by ' 559
- having my students do well.so that my colleagues are C s

aware of my teaching effectiveness. e

6 . _Gaining the respect and esteem of my éklleagues and others--' 341 -
doing those things which are. honored, esteemed‘and respected. -

63 Getting my golleagues to cbnsider my teaching effective. .469
. t ) ) .
14 Feeling successful as a tEacher of reading--doing- things ] .317
' and having colleaguyes and administrators do things which - )
contribgte to my success. 5 .
' ~
[ - .
. Factor X: Skill Building in Reading Comprehchsiof.
- TRC- R o ‘ o ' _ L . Factor
°# _ Problem Statement - L € Loading
] . ‘. oL ‘ : ~u
17 Getting students to learn and reﬂpmber basic terms in a .390
special subject ea. o R
16 Getting students to read at a rate appropriate forucompreg_ 4 '.373_
" hending the material. A !
/ ' ’ i L ) -
28% Getting students to comprehend. . . ) .322
hY . . -
_ : A

N,

_Note - sl'hese results were use% td construct the TPC-R, Form C

>
’

The factors were labeled and defined as below.

: - < ‘ ) Q

Factor I: LPvigoration . - Wanting to vitalize my students'
interests in learping and improve —

S ' I ‘the::}'achievement. - ,

Factor II: Skill Building in - Wantfng students to improve in oral
Oral Reading ~ . - ¢ reading. Doing thoge things which
i * + seem likely to imp that ability

. in students.
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Factor III: Support ' Wanting the understanding and suste- -

' N - nance of administrators and other ... - - -
o ‘ ' ©+ . teachlers so that I can be efficient

and feel professional.

’
or

R

';- Wanting time to get both profegsional
and personal things accompiished.‘

» \
.

. ,Fectoi IV;"‘ T{me "

\.

"+ Facter V: Indiv dualization: C - Wanting to know about and have avail- .
' ' A S L able a full range of reading materials.
,~' : Doing those thin which identify amd
- . X procure such™t eriais;[ .
-Factor VI: Security ‘ - T Wanting to feel free from fear -and
o, anxiety.
Factor VII: Competence in - .- 'Wanting 8kills in the diagnosis and
, R s Diagnosis and ' remediation of individual student
. _Remediation ~ . reading difficulties.
P ! . : -,
‘Siactor VIII: Nurturance - - Wanting to help students who have
: ’ ' ) problems. = |
. , , A ”
Y Factor- IX: Professional Worth - Gaining the respect and esteem of my’
' ' ' colleagues and others. Doing those
IR . * ' things which are honored, esteemed »
S //// - T and respected so as to gain that
~ ‘ : sense of worth.
» ) - < ‘ o \ . :
Factor. X: Skill' Building in t - Wanting students to improve in ’
: g ” Reading Comprehension:. ' “reading comprehension. Doing those
‘ things which seem to improve that '
. _ ability in.students L e
o o
\ s

ReSponses from two scales, one indicating the extent to which teachers of
reading perceived a problem as occurring frequently within their classrooms
and the other scale indicating the extent to which they perceived a problem as .

bothersome, were subjected to factor analysis. Eleven factors emerged ‘from
S— * . o i

this analysis of the frequency scale and ten emerged from the bothersome scale,
These factors provided a relatively clear view of not just teacher perceptiohs

‘of problems associated &ith,teaching reading, but, indeed, provided an interesting

and occasionally provocative glimpse of their assumptions and convigtions

‘ T - an
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,about teadhing, the reading process, learning, and curriculum. -Several fac-
<\ .
tors. revealed a deep sehge of frustration and a yearning to improve and gxow J

-

professionally. Other factors reflected an unusually narrow and alarmingly
sterile conception of curriculum. *And some factors made painfully obvious

perceptions based upon ignorance, misinformation, and warrantless assumptions.

Each factor is discussed below incorporating Ehe perspective of the bother-
5

some scale.,~.Since an oblique rotation was employed, relationships among facif-

- -

tors will be discussed where logically warranted.

¢ : .
- . . . - . . 0
a . - . .
.-

_ S . -
. L b | '

A

B&SCUSSION

Invigorationi‘

¢

. . . !
- ' - . . ®
.

2

Underlying ther desire toastir and invigorate student.interest in reading

is the elemental notion that reading ability grows, in part, in propoftion

'to the amount one reads. Teachers uriderstand both that reading is fundamental '

to achievement ig school, given our enormous reliance on textbooks as the

‘ ’

primary source of new learnings in American schools, and that single text- ~
oks appear a mainstay of the curriculum from middle school,through graduate

 school. Knowing that so, much of a student's potentigl andffuture achievements
' are- based upon success in learning to read and learning from reading, teachers |

]

G-
believe*that motivation and invigoration of reading are keys to unlocking the
doors to student ppwer and skill in reading. Of course, underlying this belief

'r\V

are the twin assumptions that the textbook is an effecGiveymedium of instruc-

" .
tion and that both reading ability and motivation, where they,are lacking,
. o
must be inflated to a level/sufficient to comprehend the textbogk. "

( ¢

~ ] : . : ‘ ‘
. . T . 551_ o
. . . -~
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- ' The problem with this assumption, however, is that ndo student, no matter
. .

‘how well he reads, can cOmprehend-materials which assume concepts and experi-

N

ences not in his possession. Since no textbook can match- the experiential and

conceptual backgtoﬁ“/s of all the pupils in class, problems are certain ‘ta
t R
arise -1f, rather’ than use varied.materialsﬁ teachers -employ single textbooks.”

The problem statemen{s making up’ this factor dramatically demonstrate how~~

P

. ever, that rather than utilize a variety of books selected to appeal to student

v &

interests and %ailored to their experiences and abilitiest teachers believe

they must “stretch" students to fit ‘books. Pgablem statements such as "Getting

- . oy - -

students.to enjoy it," "Overcoming indifference," "Overcoming student's
3

feelings of frustration," "Changing negative perceptions and attitudes toward
reading," "Overcomi%g apathy and outright‘hislike," apd "Havingfstudeﬁts feel .

‘successful at ‘reading" 1oad on the invigoration factor both for\frequency and
P
for h’{hegsomeness. All of these statements éxpress the desire to change

: Btudents in ‘the direction of . the materials of instruction. The expensive and
enormous magnitude of any effort to aFcomplish this change in reading abilities/’
. certainly has not been given very serious attention if these data mean anything.

[ .Motdvation is inextricably linked to interests, preferences, and above ‘

all, reading ability. Textbooks by design introduce in rapid order many new,

I
concepts and notions partly or wholly unknown to 'learners. Unless readers

\,
cbmprehend much iffNmot. most of a selection before they. ever 'read it, they will
] learn little frOm it (2). Without sufficient priorulevels of understanding

for agy given textbook, the reading tash’&ill~be extraordinarily difficult

. N > . '
producing in students feelings of frustration, dis ke, apathy, ; ndiffefence,
’ . . } ) ‘

“and failure. Given this state of affairs, te

4

Ts are liéely to feel that

;iavigoration'and student motivation, indeed, problems. A more

»

G -
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realistic gnd effective solution to thqxproblem would be to abandon single

textbook instruction arid adopt the practice of teaching from a range of mate-"
r .

'rials‘suited to varied-student backgrounds and reading abilities., .

. . »
. .

» . . .
AN . -~

Skill Building in 0ral Reading L e

Oral reading Appears to be a. pervasive activity both, in the teg&hing of -

regding aqd in the'teaching oﬁ;gubject matter. The functions-of oral reading

in both are to monitor student progress-and skill,'to.achieverspecific learning .

- goals such as highlighting.important ideas or providing practice aF'locating '

them{zaﬁa to a“more limited<extent, to provide-a means of sharing content to
9 .

brOaden interpretationnas well as provide an avenue .of learning'for pupils

who ‘read poorly and for whom other means of learning cannot be or are not made

. Pes
v 3 ’ K]

available. a o ' S

.

-

; Inherent in these fgnctions is the"asSUmption that ‘reading, unl'ke'speech,

L ) > >

should be or must be free of error, false starts, hesitations, ang/faulty' pre-
. [ 4 * . , ’ . o .

digtion. Indeed,‘the as8umption is that instant reading mnst"pproximate

q

rehearsed, dramatically interpreted speech. ‘Implied algo-in this factor is

the notion that, unlike many professional P

wfunttion securely and .fearlessly in perf mapnces before audiences of their

little or no thought_of or £eel for speech. Unrehearsed reading, even by. Q

skilled performers who read lines for’a living, has.most of the dharacteristics

of'unrehearsed.spogen langnage-garbles, fillers, hesitations,-repetitions, :‘\‘

mispronunciations substitntions, insertions, and,the:like.-‘Adequate,prepara-

tion and "re‘hearsivllould eliminate these con?;fnon‘oral language charact_erist\i'cs ' ‘
T . ' LT ‘ . !

" . i s " ,

°o . 53 : e
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for moat average readers. Poor readers should neVer be required to, read be-

fore a liVe ience withOut p{ior substantive preparation. Where oyal read-

A N
mg is used -to achieve particular curricular or le’rning objectives, the peda-l

gogical literature indicates these purposes should be clearly and carefully ﬁw

___delimited_in_scope and- duration.w R et

Naturaliitic studies of reading (ll 14) demonstrate that oral readin‘

‘ Sl
[ ! 0 a/
is never. error free. In;%he main this teacher problem appears to arise out of

A ] M D.

’ unre*!onable, unwarranted assumptions. Oral reading, when its function is to .
provide feedback to the teacher, ahould contain miscues, a% Goodman (ll) o fers
»to them,’if the teacher is to ge%n insight into the reading strategies, s:fgﬁsihs,

'\'thiqking patterns and weaknesses oﬁ‘a pupil.; In this case difficult materials;
- are Purposely aelected for oral reading Again, the Problems indicated‘in ; i
this factor stem from unre;sonable, unwarrant:dfenpﬁcuations. ’ R {;-'
Getthg studeqts,to read with accuracy and with express13£>were-signifi- '
'cant concerns for all neapandents.' This dimensi:n of thelfacto:, that is, I
Ffthaf all respondents shared-ﬁ!ﬁrlconcern suggests how widespread the practice

of having students read aloud hgﬁpbecome and how poorly most teachers under=-
. :‘ o 0 . ‘4 . . .
"atand this\ispett of reading and language as dyhamic proce§;es

Time E R ': | o

-

'qchbol instruction are heatily and often'exclusively erendent on teijooks o

g s a primary pedium of instruction which in part, explaihs whylteach rs and’ g
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tional: objectives. GQVen the prﬂvailing dependence on textbooks, a high prob-

'\

ability exists that pugil achievementn will be distributed similar to the way '

reading ability is distributed in q clas% *The relationship between reading

text instruction, over and above any classroom managementv

uu—and~grouping—difficuities—associated witn time available for instruction, *

expllins this perception. Strikingly, single textbook methodology was per-

ceived a problem by every respondent. Reading and learning from reading in a _

wide variety of materials pervade nearly every response in the facto§>identift:d

as. individualization. The feeling that there ‘is never enougﬂ time for reading

' [}
instruction, when, in fact, most curriculum activities in a wide spectrum of
‘(oontent areas incorporate reading or preparation for reading, shggests‘both the

:, strength of _this percepti n. a}d/the extent to which it is related to other

faqtorﬁ.,t,

]

-,.In all-probabilfty ev$ral other factors which emerged from the datt

ks

fexacerrate the feeling that not enough time is available for reading ingtruc-
R

tiOn. Factorp describing feelings of support, professional worth -and éompe-

2 - ! N i/
. tence, the desire to improve basic reading abilities, the problems assod#ated

-

o

. with individualizidg instruction, the widh to be instrumental in each pupil s ’

: reading successes undoubteﬂly contributed to the strong time pressune mirrored

Ra'

' by this factor.’/%he-extent tg which time pressure is seen as a prbblemkby

|o

E Educators, both in frequency and@}n bothersomeness, is indicated by the very
E Y

r high proportion of items in the factor structure identified as sisnifii?nc by
all respondents. Five out oﬁ?six statements in*the factor sEructure for .

. \ .

frequeney meet this criterion while three out of" six did likewise for bother- .

someness. Teachers felt there simply was not enough time available for reading .
:instruction. S K i L . - - _ }:

As a practical mabter, gaining more instructional time can be achieved

-

FRICN. .. "~ . .~ . 55
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vthrough increasing the amount-of time available for reading instruction at the

‘expense of other curriculum areas or through lowering pupil-teacher ratios.‘ .

‘ In sduition. some efficiencies can be gained through improved organization and -

4

' planning such as reducing class size in the primary grades by stafting the N

r4

/
school day/ga;ltér/and adopting split sessions. Not aIl of these remedies

) work. Balow's (1) results suggest that smaller pupil-teacher ratios at the .

primary level,wéll indeed bring about greater gains in reading achievement,

{
however, no such relationship between class size and achievement has been
a

demonstrated at’ other g‘rlevels and in other curriculum areas (9, l3)

other words, sﬁaller clasae' cannot remedy the effects of single textbook

.. -

instruction ount of instructional exposure as measured by pupil attendance

and lengthuof school day ‘also affect achievement positively (15) Attendance'
¥

..

7
o Ube ‘very beneficial but layering .on more and.more formal reading

instfuction doe not apptar tc-be a good way to uhe the pupil 8 time once he R

- . is Ehere.' How pu pﬁhd ttme is EFE essential question. "Time belongs to

4

: the learper." Bow teachers spend time must be considered in’this perspective.

The teacher 8 sense that time is-important is convincingly validated by

LY
‘s

the literature. Their’ problem statements regarding instructional time suggest
a unifprﬁ!and widely held perspective, but one which does not discern how

important pupil time is or what the relationship between teacher and pupil
; B . i
utilization of time implies. ' ’
| . .

o : L
LT . . .
: - SN Voo S . T '

Sapport | - . i . ' . woo . '

; "N Te of the problem statements defining the factor support" for either/

.

bdthersImeness ,or.: frequency—-achieved significance. _Nor were these statements:

strongl

-y

i .g‘ . i i:l;if. ' f;e;:-

W’ .
or widely hel& by any of the subgroups.. Some reapondents appeared to. C
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feel that colleagues ahd administrators do hot encourage and support their

efforts to improve. pup&f\}eading ability. Three of the it ms which contributed

to this faétbr reflected a desire to eIiminate or at least deflate cultural

T .

stereotypes held by colleagues. Since not a single item in Ehis factor was

"identified as significant by respondéﬁts, this ‘concern for stéreotyping may
be an artifact which reflects an unidentified but Histinct subgroup within f

the overall group. Individual problem factor loadrngs, as contrasted withL

. S .\
their respective rankings or With their significance, are- among the strongest _
. * , .
obtained suggesting a high degree of cohesion among those who pérceived "sup-
Ry v ‘. . . . 3 \ i L
port“ as’a problem. - T ) . e . -
V'Professional szlh : .'.v; - _v‘ | o . : o iy

ol

‘ . The factor structure for professfonal worth has many of the same charac;
teristics as the structure for support. ‘The perceptions reflected in this

factor were not widely held nor were they uniformly hELd. nderlying the need .

for respect and esteem. suggested by this fdctor may be an ideal of success
in teachin§ as measured by the~teacher 8 ability to bring about significant

: achievement In reading. Or as noted above, a distinct subgroup may share this

. . L

conception of the importance of reading achievement. These data arevnot suf-;

f‘iciently defined to allow more than this very-%tative interpretat,i,o,n. o

ihdividualization o ’ o | o~ - o

,{}. Individualigation was one-of‘the most in.eresting factors'tb'emerge from‘
4 ) I’ . ‘. O'-
thgse.data. Loadings were very high, and for -h bothersomeness and Ire—
1 . p R ¥ ) R 4
quency, all of the statements comprising the £actor structure except one- ¢ .:

,s;_:_

| achieved significance. The various'subgroups'ﬁi\fered little in their rankings -

. ! - ) ’ » o
4 S _ . B . v _ _ R
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Vo \ ‘ ‘
for each statement,‘ Butvmost interesting of all is the,iact that each state-
. 3 o S '

ment focused od selec ing,reading materials. ‘Individualization'was defined .

solely as a process manipulating'materials. And what is more, not one group-

- C -
[

felt that appropriate réading materials were aVailable for a wide range of

' .o ’ L ]
.3 e e N

’Wdistinot pupif interests and abilitieSa 'f"\_ ' B

x'(‘."_’ ‘
Knowing full well‘that rEading materials play a critical role in the

teacher s ability to meet pupil needs and confronted by the stark fact: of their
?
unavailability, each group appeared. to apprehend the full signifiéance of this

tially, theit task wag'to make bricks without stnawz Recfg-

problem. 8Fr

~

s

nizing the : ear futility their position, their concerns for 1§tivation, skill .

building, and time were fully understandable. Given, too, this rather con—
\ A .

. strained viéw of individualization, eVEn though it may not be fully acceptable,

P [4
their d;sire for support and their concerns for professional worth can be .appre-

’ P C
. > . DS A

" clated. . . . o o L L y
_ Skill Building in-Word Recognitiog-_ ' .‘r R ~ . . j
. . - . \ . N Y .
2
While word recognition instruction was seen as a "frequent" but not a
* -~

~

{~"bothersome problem, it appeared only to be a problem in the sense»of requir-

I
»

¢ . , .
ing on-going attention by teachers a ppecialists whose level of instruction

and primary instructional responsibility demanded a focusnﬂf developing word"

study skills. Running through most of the individual problems was the impli-

cation that Eraditional word recognition skills are fiot easily learned\k

'J

'an observation most likely shared by elementary teachers and reading specia—

r'< * R

lists because of,their nstructional level. As seen in Table 3 of the three

BRI

items deemed significant in this pareicular factor, o appeared in the top”

third}of;the rankings fnd’by only tﬂree of the five groups.u ﬁléﬁentary,

. .
~ b
.

e S -". ) . . . _". . . . ) L3 : ~
‘. .. . . . ‘



middle school, and special readinhg teachers ranked the statement,\"
3 X P - . .-

.}

Oy

3 : v . - T S Py
gtudentfsisgrd attack skills," 36, 34, and 31 respectively. For the 4t£rag~
ment;‘"He ping‘students-to overEPme perceptual problems;" supervisory-admintstra-

tive pecsonnel replaced middle School teachers in this trio and, surprisingly,

e+ e e e . - - ¥ e

ranked this problem l6th.’ Undoubtedﬂ; students with perceptual problems P .' ®

A a ! P

received a good deal of attention and because of the sometimes unusual charac-

L4

. jf.of their pfoblems,'and‘it must be aJhed, often unwarranteg interpretat n

. of *theh, administratoﬁb may be inclined to overreact-to,these cases.

)

'Perhaps'the'greatest-significancE?of this factor is the implied but

incorrect assumption'that word"recognition is the product of intensive, concertedh

formal instruction rather than a product of learning to,integrate graphic

v . ~

information with already existing language capabilities. According to Gibson

. N
' in l 4 v : !
and Lev ( 0): , - g‘ ~ 0
/“Wedhave not yet achieved an adequate understanding of
what it is that can be generalized in: orthograﬁhﬁ?m Lo
the other that, whatever it is, the" Ehifﬁ:learﬁblib \thfgatﬂﬁffd;;f;fa'

" on his’ Jown, and not by way of a set of- planned e%erg T T e
ciges." " . i ‘ w o

. i ,

iy

Early reading appears toﬂtake the following courset - (a) Substitute‘words that

| fit the sense of the sentence, (b) Look over the letters in the word and keep

\

silent if you cannot make sense of it; (c) If it helps,ptry out a ond using

'whatever letter information can be gleaned but base the response on its sensible- .
ness in the sentence (IjSg What teachers need to learn 1is that telling children l
rules and trying to get themﬂto attend to the formal properties of intraword '

' structure is like telling someone to listen to a story so as to understand it

*

‘9by°virtue of.tts syntactic constituents rather than its meanings. Children must

0

.discoven_useful-word structureytacitly,‘oVer time, through meaningfulureading, and
'witbvsensitive guidance from the teacher when-pupils require ie. . - )
. . . ‘e . . - ' ‘ o . _, .r. =

. .. - . . . " . - : s .'




Cohpetence in Diaggosis and- Remediation h o \\

p, Problems aaqociated with Aiagnosing and. remediating reading difficultiesi

\

were among the-most bothersome of those id

tiﬁied in this study. Problems j‘

of evaluation,and subsequent instruction dir ted toward individual student

e st e gy e e e [

difficulties appeared grounded more dn having the time and opportunity to work
fwith students than in feelings of not knowing how to deal wigh student reading_

s "
difficulties. On the "frequency, scale_problem;statements reflected-an undef\g 2
standing thatgappraisal_isxan important,.on-goinguteaching responsibility, a:‘"

~ B

'perception sure to ‘have heightened feelifigs of urgency about knowing how to

evaluate reading ability. The relativevstrength of the "bothersome" dimension

on this factor can be appreciated by noting that two of .the three statements

»

. comprising this factor were ranked in the top ten by all subgroups with one

exception--secondary teachers viewed gaining skill #n diagnosis as less .

-
>

important than other groups did. One problem statemept, "Having enough time
to work with stqdaﬁts who need special helpv" was ranked first in bothersome-_

‘)hess by all groups except reading specialists who ranked the statemént second.
- i
Without question, concern for cOmpetence in- diagnosis and remediation of reading

difficulties was widely held and strongly felt by those directly and indirectly .

. . . o LT

' responsible for reading instruction.

‘

Skill Building in Reading Comprehension S +
£ g .- .
,.All of the statements which loaded Qﬁ»this comprehension"'factor for the

’

frequéncy scale weré from among the 57 problem€ 1dentified as signif1cant for

‘all respondents. Not only were problems associated with developing comprehen-

. N
sion viewed as frequent, many were ranked among the most botheSSOme in the

<

L

sample by all subgroups.' Most problem statements presupposed meaning to be
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logically a product Qf di“ ffgphrehension rather than afzzzhiruct requiring":

a cognitive contribu‘von‘, ;: he’reader.b ‘Statemeénts such as "Getting students"l

v oL ..‘N - . ‘.
to see!meaning in,fh;.-‘ R . and "Getting students to db things such
: iy ' [ . A el TPRN
as worLing carefully-? o thong -the top ten problems on the bothersbme'

scale-—reflecting a v‘ 'n=': & stnucture of a reader 8, knowledgf\neithep
. : o { _. ~ . .
--- affects nor impinges upi al to be comprehended. Hén the contrary, = -

e - { . o s, »
‘to apprehen- s Ity writer, a reader must relate these -

v R 8.

Significantly missing from‘the problem statements were acknowledg gents

..‘.

that factors inherent in written- materialsscan affect comprehensiong How-

—

ever, statements such as thoése. dealing with getting students to read at an

appropriate rate, and getting them to infer reflected an’ awareness that learn-

o \

ing from reading is significantly affected’By tactics employed by the reader.
L C & o RN |
X Securitx . E , L .

All subgroups:within this_shmple-appeared to be concerned about main-
) - . . . : . o

Fl

taining a secure-and well-managed'learning:envirOnment for'reading,instruc- )

.tion.' Neitherhon'the bpchéésoméTZZ;Ie norﬂomqthe freguency scale did any of
.Fheigiﬂkiem statements achieve g}gnificance: _ln:generalgthisifactor_reflects.
di a healthi concern for the personal worth oflstudents and . the professional- o
l?respodsibilities%of‘a~competent teacher;j R o Tfu - ;i:- ,'jffx_
Student-Success ﬂ"'f ‘, ‘ f" S . S o SR

.

° ) - .
While this fadtor emerged only on the frequency scale inﬁacating a‘re~
S

‘ cuﬂfing problem, half of the statements which comprise this factor were ranked

e . R ! ’ v
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among the top ten by middle and high schooI teache1s Qn the:othersome scale.

-~ .

These statemenig\suggest that tEachers in these two groups particularly but
in the other gr0ups as well perceive learning from reading to be a significant

[y

. hurdle f?r students. Because preparingﬂstudents to learn things from books

...-_. = - S . ) -
i8 an impgrtart, on-going teaching act ty, these concerns are obviously

F .

: )
' well-fOunded. On the other hand, reading fgr sheer enjoyment may be equally
: » .
1f not more important, for language) even printed language, has moregghan just:

K :

an informational function. Language also serves deeply personal and subJective '

ends. Language'is an abiding source of deep esthetic meaning._ Not readi§§~is

Q

as crippling a handicap as. not being able to read. ,“
o
concnusxons I /\ ’ . '
Many of* the problems of teachers didentified in this study have their,
, ' o . s

origins in misconceptions about the ture and functions of reading. Reading

,to learn is_an essential activity which is dependent upon numerous perceptual,_

& L

cognitive, and motivational factors But most of all reading is an instance
of language--whose nature nd functions must be understood if reading is ever

to become an effective means earning._ Unfortunately, the majority of prob-

'lems identified in this study revealed that many teachers have only a modest

understanding of language and the reading process:. If these pnablems are' to

‘ tl
b .

'be résol‘ed, both.preservice énd inservice teacher education will need go in- e

i cﬂ&de significantly greater&and ‘more effective instruction in language. é}z;
A , ,
: What is. known about learning to read has been expanded dramatically over
~ € T “ragt®,
the past decade. These problem statemerits were deeply steeped fh Eh ianalogies

*  and terminology of another generation. They suggest that, still, teachers

-search to find that one omniscient method that will ehd all reading proHiems

7
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-) ’ ' R

. Practicing teaehers desperately need theoretical guides for observing children

1 . "1 RS
and for curricular planning. Quite plainly, their knowledge base n to be

.
1
- . ¢

upgraded and updated.

..' N . ', ) - L; ,
: Reading is an active langugsi process useful in achieving a Variety of

'purposes and instantly available at all times. qu reading cannot serve alorie

LS

'as the summatiqn of all curriculum efforts.v To learn from reading requires a

E..
substantial knowledge background. By and'large-these problem‘statements«set _

forth”the.view that reading ability alone required expansion and enrichmentr.
N

but that curriculum uould suffice as those experiences to be found in textbooks.

.The proper role and function of reading in curritulum must be impressed upon
s

-~

x
1 fe

both new Lnd expe;ienced teachers.

. :
T Other problems reflected very real shortcomings 1n the availability of

>

time and teaching materials.~ These shortcomings, in turn, appeared to have a

"’ )

9 N

Vdebilitating effect 'on teacher’ morale and their sense of professional compe-,

jtenceé and worth.. The solution to these problems will more than likely be

° . L i

found in sound, sustaining, school leadership and administration. Repeatedly,

these problem statements proclaimed teachers desires to be compegent and

; * ~ ., <
¢ - . .
A « °
A B
»? o
] o v ' 2.
- N
- " Q _’ . - - «
. - . ~
a L] r J hd 63 . a {‘
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i

Responses frog 528 educators to 4 Teache? Problems Checkiﬁst for Read}pgd’v
~ |
incorporating both a "frequency and a "bothersome scale Were factor-analyzed
and subjected to an. oblique, promax rotation. Eleven factors emerged from .

‘the "frequéncy scale and ten factors emerged from the "bothersome scaﬂe

; Factors such as invigoration, professional wort and skill-building in
. s .A - Y
reading comprehension provided a rathe clear indication of those problems(o

seen by educators as either difficult to. resolveqor occurrﬁng with noticeable i
a‘ g

-t

-frequency. The-factors which emerged from this analysis also. revealed

interesting and‘occasionally provocative assumptfons and convictions about . .

- !

teaching, the readihg process, learning, and curriculum. AOthers-portrayed'a
deep sense of frustration on the part of teachers“and a yearning-tdiimprove,

' andwgrow professionally. o A R N o B
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